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CHAPTER I 
HISTORY AND METHODOLOGY 
Definition of Key Terms 
Certain terms which occur frequently in this writing 
need to be defined. References will be made to "pre-
Pauline tradition." A. M. Hunter adequately defines "pre-
Pauline not as the period between Jesus' crucifixion and 
Paul's conversion but as "'the twilight period' between 
the rise of the Christian church and the decade in which 
Paul's extant letters were written."1 By "tradition" is 
meant 
not merely the specifically doctrinal elements (as 
in 1 Cor. 15.Jff.) but kerygma, sacraments, "Words of 
the Lord," hym~s, and so on--even Paul's use of the 
Old Testament. · 
Tradition also includes Christological titles and 
"doctrinal elements" expressed in formulae. Four essential 
marks of Jewish tradition are noted by K. Wegenast: (1) 
the wording must be preserved under all circumstances; (2) 
an expression must always be cited in the name of its 
originator or of the teacher from whom the tradition was 
received directly; (3) all doctrine must be able to point 
lA. M. Hunter, Paul and his Predecessors (2nd edition; 
London: SCM Press Ltd., 1961), p. 9. 
2Ibid., p. 13. 
2 
to its particular tradition; (4) only an ordained rabbi can 
give further traditions.3 
Paul's use of Tr«fc< & OtF<5 "rests on the Jewish usage, n4 
for he regards tradition with such seriousness that he hands 
it on as he received it (1 Cor. 15:J) and urges his hearers 
to keep it (1 Cor. 11:2; 2 Thess. 2:15; 3:6). A tradition, 
to be acceptable, must not be according to the tradition of 
men, that is, "initiated by himself or others" (Col. 2:8),5 
\ ,,,, 
but KolT.{. {" ,t?(O-TOV • Ultimately, the tradition must go 
:, ' " K ,. back to the Lord (1 Cor. 11:23), o<rro TO<J UjJlt:lCJ • 
The use of apo instead of para "indicates the source of an 
item of information, which must have passed along the channel 
of tradition before reaching the Apostle," rather than "direct 
revelation" which would be suggested by para.6 The latter 
usage is illustrated especially in Gal. ~:12 and 2 Thess. 
3:6, which speak of tradition given directly by word of mouth. 
3Klaus Wegenast, Das Verstlndnis der Tradition bei 
Paulus und in den Deutero}aulinen (Neukirchen Kreis Moers: 
Neukirchener Verlag, 1962 , p. 30. 
4Friedrich Buchsel, "&{~"'}ttc., 11 Theol~gical Dictionary of 
the New Testament, edited by Gerhard Kittel, translated 
and edited by Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Wm • . 
B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, c. 1964), II, 172. 
5Ibid. 
6Jean Hering, The First Epistle of Saint Paul to the 
Corinthians, translated from: the 2nd French edition by 
A. W. Heathcote and P. J. Allcock (London: Epworth Press, 
1962), pp. 114-15. ' 
3 
Gal. 1:12 might seem to contradict Paul's attitude 
toward tradition expressed in the above passages. However, 
there Paul is speaking about his conversion experience, 
not his subsequent learning of the tradition. Paul nowhere 
speaks of learning the Gospel; for him it came \ not 1To(/o( ; d ~ 
~7r0 I<~ ,I u C/1 '5 o<V 7f W1TOU but through an , an experience 
which made him both a believer and apostle.7 While valuing 
this experience as a basis for his apostleship, Paul never-
theless also values and hands on the tradition taught him; 
therefore there is a strong possibility that part of his 
writings are "pre-Pauline" and "tradition." 
The final word to be defined is "formula." Hunter views 
this as a subdivision of tradition and puts it in the same 
category as "Kerygma."8 In general, "formula" is defined 
by W. Kramer: 11Where these two conditions are fulfilled--
fixed key words and a clear formal pattern - - we shall speak 
of 'formulae: 119 "Homologia" as defined by V. Neufeld, that 
is, "the confession of Jesus with specific refe·rence to his 
person or work," "that core of essential conviction and 
belief to which Christians subscribed and openly testified 
7Albrecht Oepke, Der Brief des Paulus an die .Galater, 
2nd improved edition; (Berlin: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 
1964), p. 29. 
g 
Hunter, p. 24. 
96hrist, Lord, Son of God, translated from the German 
by Brian Hardy (London: SCM Press Lt~, c. 1966), p. 112. 
4 
is a type of formula.nlO He was able to discern three 
basic forms or patterns of "homologia" in the letters of 
Paul: 
the simple formula kurios Iesous, the two-article 
formula which refers to Jesus as Lord and to God as 
Father, and an antithetical pattern, appearing in 
several forms, in which a contrast is drawn between 
the earthly career of Jesus and i~e new position 
granted him in the resurrection. 
Hunter points to the difficulty in locating such formulae, 
"for Paul does not expressly label them as 'tradition!" 
But via the methods which will be outlined, "the inference 
will be strong that we are dealing with 'tradition,'" but 
"absolutely conclusive proof is not to be expected: the 
reader must decide in each particular instance whether on 
a balance of pr0babilities the case is made out."12 In 
the early twentieth century Johannes Weiss emphasized the 
importance of the task to uncover the "important foundation 
stones" the early community contributed to Paul's theology. 13 
lOVernon H. Neufeld, The Earliest Christian Confessions 
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 
1963}, p. 20~ 
11Ibid., p. 51. 
12Hunter, p. 24. 
13Johannes Weiss, Earliest ChristianitI, translated and 
edited from the German by Frederick C. Grant (Ne~ York: 
Harper and Brothers, Publishers, 1959), I, 4. 
5 
Overview of the Form Critical 
Study of Rom. 1:1-7 
The use of a pre-Pauline formula was conjectured already 
by W. M. L. de Wette14 on the basis of the relation of 
Rom. l:3f. to 2 Tim. 2:8. B. Weiss (1886) and L. Lemme 
(1893) are noted by A. Seeberg as having the same idea.15 
Seeberg himself (1903), through detailed investigation, 
conjectured what the early Christian formula in all its 
credal statements would have said.16 His arguments for 
Rom. l:3f. being pre-Pauline are that Paul wanted to con-
form to the norm of the formula of faith (TITro-v J,i«(l(S; 
Rom. 6:17 is particularly in view for Seeburg), and that 
both Son of God and the Resurrection are mentioned in the 
original formula according to other data Seeberg had 
gatherect.17 C. Clemen (1893), Ferdinand ·Kattenbusch, 
14w. M. L. deWette, "Kurze Erklarung der Briefe an 
Titus, Timotheus und die Hebraer; Zweite verbesserte 
Auflage," Kurz efasstes exe~etisches Handbuch zum Neuen 
Testament 4th improved and ~nlarged edition; Leipzig: 
Weidmann'sche Buchhandlung , 1847), II, 1, 37. 
15 (Bernhard) Weiss (Der Brief an die Romer (7th edition; 
Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, l886)J andV..J Lemme, jahrbucher fur deutsche Theologie (1893), p. 9, as noted in 
Alfred Seeberg, Der Katechismus der Urchristenheit (MUnchen: 
Chr. Kaiser Verlag, 1903), p~ 75. 
16 d Seeberg, p. o5. 
l7Ibid., p. 75. 
(1894-1900) and Paul Feine (1925) are mentioned as having 
isolated "pericopai of creed-like tradition," such as 
1 Cor. 15:lff.and Rom. l:3ff. 18 Johannes Weiss (1914) 
asserts that Rom. 1:3-4 is "pre-Pauline, or at least · 
uninfluenced by Paul"; he bases this on the Christology 
of the passage, namely, that Jesus is from the "seed of 
David" and "became" Messiah at the moment of his exaltation 
( 11Adoptionist Christology"). 20 
The above attempts to determine the pre-Pauline 
character of Rom. 1:1-7 are of a general nature; some 
scholars attempted to determine the formula by linguistic 
and formal criteria. Eduard Norden (1913), on the basis 
of style and form, not on the basis of content, determined 
that Rom. l:3-5a is (see Appendix A for verse designations) 
a fixed formula. He leaves it to theological departments 
to determine whether it stems from older tradition. 21 With 
the rise of form criticism and greater interest on the 
18Neufeld, pp. 6-7. 
19This writer was unable to locate these writers' 
conjectures as to its pre-Pauline character. 
20J. Weiss, I, 10 11S, 123; Ferdinand Hahn, Christo-
106ische Hoheitstitel iaottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 
19 3) p. 251, fn. 3 names Weiss book as the first one to 
point'to the pre-Pauline characte~ of these verses. 
21Agnostos Theos (Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 19~3), 
pp • 3 80 , 3 8 5 • 
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22 Synoptic Gospels, there seems to have been a lull in the 
deeper studies called for by J. Weiss and Norden.23 
The first in depth study of the verbal formulation 
seems to have been made by Ernst Barnikol (1933). He 
decided that in Rom. l:2-5a Paul was quoting according to 
need from the older traditions of the Urgemeinde that re-
flected a non-preexistent ''heilsgeschichtliche Messialogie."24 
Hans Windisch, following Barnikol with respect to 
Christology regards verses 3b-4c as a borrowine from 
Jerusalem or Antioch tradition which did not know pre-
existence; thus he views verse 3a as a Pauline title de-
noting pre-existence similar to Gal. 4:4, Rom. 8:31, 
and 2 Cor. 8:9. 25 In 1936, Rudolf Bultmann stated that 
22The writings of Martin Dibelius, Form~eschichte des 
Evangeliums (1919; "in the choice of a name he was 
influenced by Eduard Norden, who had added to his book 
Agnostos Theos (1913, the sub-title Untersuchungen zur 
Formgeschichte religioeser Rede ••• "), of Rudolf Bultmann, 
Geschichte der synoptischen Tradition (1921), of Karl Ludwig 
Schmidt, Der Rahmen der Geschichte Jesu (1919), and others 
are noted by Alfred Wikenhauser, New Testament Introduc-
tion, translated from the German by Joseph Cunninyham 
(New York: Herder and Herder, c. 1958), pp. 253-50; these 
three are noted as the founders of what has been inaccur-
ately named 'Form-criticism,' according to Stephen Neill, 
The Inter retation of the New Testament: 1861-1 61 (New 
York: Oxford University ~ress, c. 19o4, p. 240. 
23J. Weiss, I, 4; Norden, p. JSO. 
24Ernst Barnikol, Z11ruck zum alten Glauben Jesus der 
Christus (Halle: Akademischer Verlag, 1933), pp. 51-52. 
25Hans Windisch "Zur Christologie der Pastoralbriefe," 
Zeitschrift fuer die 1 neutestamentliche Wissenschaft, XXXIV 
(1935), 215-16. 
although Paul was citing a Christological confession, I(&(,~ 
<rJLJK,J ' ""' c. ' 6 
, ""' and K,(TP( TfV'i.<Jl«- «)'twruvllJ are Pauline additions. 2 
In his Theology of the New Testament he reconstructs the 
formula omitting the above phrases and giving Rom. l:Jb-4c 
the heading, "(Jesus Christ) the Son of God. u27 C. H. Dodd 
alluded to a common confession in Rom. l:Jf. as early as 
193228 but did not fully discuss the matter until much 
later, when he decided the confession extended to the end 
of verse 4. 29 
The above references give a capsule history of the 
study of Rom. 1:1-7 in the last generation and a basis for 
the claim of most scholars of recent date that the pre-
Pauline character of Rom. l: 3-4 is generally accepted. JO 
However, the question of the extent of the formula and the 
26 · Rudolf Bultmann "Neueste Paulusforschung," Theologische 
Rundschau, VIII (1936}, 11. 
27Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament trans-
lated by Kendrick Grobel (New York: Charles Scribnerts Sons 
1951), I, 49. ' 
28c. H. Dodd, The Epistle of Paul to the Romans (New 
York: Harper, 1932), p. 5. 
29 7 C.H. Dodd, The A ostolic Preachin~ and It n 
ments (London: Hodder and toughton, 1951 , p. i!. evelo -
30For example, Wegenast p 70. R · 
Foundations of New Testament Chri·stol egin(~d .Hy Fuller, The 
Scribner's Sons, 1965), p. 180, fn. s~:I ew ork: Charles 
9 
editorial work of Paul is much disputed.31 Few scholars 
doubt that there is reflected here a Christology which is 
held by the Roman congregation,3 2 if not also by Paul 
himself. There are no .scholars of recent date who deny 
the contrast . between the Christology expressed and 
Pauline Christology, except for W. L. Knox and K. PrUmm. 
Knox asserts that Paul was avoiding statements offensive 
to his Jewish readers and assumed in Romans 1 that 11his 
readers will regard it as compatible with Jewish orthodoxy. 1133 
Pru.mm denies the contrast by asserting that "Son of God 11 in 
verse 4 connotes preexistence.34 
31Wegenast, p. 70. For the possible variations in the 
boundaries, and variations within the framework of the 
boundaries, see Appendix B for table of current scholarly 
opinions • . 
32of those not recognizing a formula of recent date, 
W. L. Knox points to Paul seeing its compatibility with 
Jewish orthodoxy, "The 'Divine Hero' Christology in the New 
Testament," Harvard Theological Review, XLI (1948), 230; 
Karl Prumm, Die Botschaft des Romerbriefes: Ihr Aufbau 
und Gegenswartwert (Freiburg: Herder KG, 1960), pp. 21-22, 
sees the Roman readers already in spiritual possession of 
the Christology summarized by Paul here. Prumm designates 
Paul as the author or formulator of this Christological 
confession, vv. 2-4; he sees the two in agreement in theology, 
but this is done by seeing both Son of God references as 
pre-existent. 
33 Knox, XLI, 230. 
34Prumm, p. 21. 
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Criteria for Establishing the Formula 
With all these variations in the wording of the formula, 
it is necessary to establish criteria for judging the 
validity of the various opinions expressed. 
Norden, in his study of forms of religious address, 
especially of Acts 17, established various criteria which 
were utilized by others after him. 35 Ethelbert Stauffer 
expanded these criteria,36 while Reginald Fuller summarized 
Norden and Stauffer by seven criteria. 37 Finally, Gottfried 
Schille in his work on early Christian hymns suggested 
further criteria. 38 
For this thesis, the following criteria have been 
utilized: 
1. "Frequently the creedal formula fails to fit into 
the context syntactically, e.g. ·Rev. 1-4. n39 
2. "We can often see how quite different passages 
repeat the same creedal formula with very little 
difference in each case, e.g. II Cor. 5.21; 8.9.n40 
35Norden, pp. 380-87. 
36Ethelbert Stauffer, New Testament Theology, trans-
lated from the German by John Marsh (New York: Macmillan 
Company, c. 1955), pp. 338-39. , 
37Fuller, p. 21. 
38Gottfried Schille, Fruhchristlichen H 
Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 1962), pp. 18_2~~nen (Berlin: 
39stauffer, p. 339 #3 · · 
u ' criterion· cf. Fuller //1; Schille, p. 18, 1r3. ' , p.21, 
40stauffer, p. 339, #5. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
8. 
9. 
11 
"Creedal formulae often strike us by their simple 
and clear syntax. They avoid particles, conjunc-
tions and complicated constructions, and prefer 
parataxis to hypotaxis. Their thou~ht proceeds bl 
thesis rather than by argument, e.~. Acts 4.10."4 
"Creedal formulae often stand out by reason of their 
monumental stylistic construction. They favour an 
antithetic or anaphoral style, e.g. I Tim. 3.16."42 
"Creedal formulae often favour participles and 
relative clauses, e.g. Rom. 1.3. 1143 
"Creedal formulae are often rhythmical in form" 
and "often arranged in lines and strophes, e.g. 
Col. l.15ff. 1144 
The first person plural or third person singular 
style, rarely the first person singular style, is 
used in formulae (Eph. l:3ff.).45 
For the sake of clarity, a formula may have a group 
of expletive words, synonyms, and formulated phrases46 
(Rom. 1:2-4). 
The formula is frequently put in a place of emphasis 
i examples: at the opening Pf~t of a letter, Rom. l:3f.; 
~ph . l:3ff.; Col. l:12ff.). 
41stauffer, p. 339, //6; cf. Schille, p. 19, #6. 
42stauffer, p. 339, "7 ff ; cf. Schille, p. 19, #5. 
43stauffer p. 
Fuller , p. 21, #5. 
339, //11; cf. Schille, p. 19, .!!5 7T ; 
44stauffer, p. 339, //8 and 9; cf. Schille, p. 19, 
#5; Fuller, p. 21, #6. 
45schille , p~ 17, fn. 32, and p. 18, #1. 
46schille 
' 
p. 19, #6. 
47schille, p. 19, #B. 
12 
10. "The creedal formula often exhibits a different 
linguistic usage, terminology or style from its 
context, e.g. 1 Cor. l6.22,u4~ or from its author.49 
11. "For the most part creedal formulae refer to the 
elementary truths and events of salvation-history as 
norms, e.g. IgnTr. 9.lf,"50 or "~re concerned with 
basic christological assertions."'~ 
The first . nine criteria have been used as "stylistic" 
criteria, the tenth as a "linguistic" criterion, and the 
last is applied as a Christological or theological criterion. 
Purpose and Methodology 
The purpose of this investigation is to determine the 
extent and text of the pre-Pauline tradition or formula gen-
erally acknowledged to be cited in this passage, secondly, 
to discuss the Christology embedded in the formula, and 
finally, to compare this earlier Christology with the 
Pauline reinterpretation of it. This study does not claim 
to exhaust the Christology of Rom. 1:1-7 but rather focus 
primarily on the verses which have possible pre-Pauline 
tradition. The questions concerning Christ's person which 
are raised in this passage demand much more space, particu-
larly the questions of adoptionism and pre-existence, and 
48 # Stauffer, p. 339, 4. 
49Fuller, p. 21, #3; cf. Schille, p. 18, #3 and 4. 
50stauffer, p. 339, #12. 
51Fuller, p. 21, #?. 
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the relation of resurrection, ascension, and exaltation in 
the theology of this formula. The titles used in the 
formula are worthy of much more attention.52 However, the 
focus in this study will be upon the relation of the 
Christology of the formula and Paul. In this way, a founda-
tion is laid for the understanding of the further develop-
ment of the titles as employed elsewhere in the New Testament 
and for the further interrelating of the Christology found 
here with other parts of the New Testament; hopefully, 
this prepares the way for a sound understanding of the 
development of Christology up to the point of formulation 
in the three ecumenical creeds. 
To accomplish this purpose, the methodology will be 
as follows: (1) on the basis of the stylistic and linguistic 
criteria established for identifying primitive Christian 
formulae, an examination of Rom. 1:1-7 will separate the 
pre-Pauline and Pauline elements; (2) a proposed wording 
. . 
of the formula will be given; (3) its Christology will be 
discussed in the light of the primitive church's preaching 
and pre-Pauline material; (4) the apostle Paul's Christology 
in his reinterpretation of the formula will be examined; 
(5) a general summary and evaluation of some current works 
52Fuller, passim; Kramer, on Son of God, pp. 108-28, 
183-89; Hahn, on Son of David, pp. 242-79, on Son of God, 
pp. 280-346. 
14 
on Christological titles in the New Testament will be 
presented in the light of the results of the investigation 
of Rom. 1:1-7. The assumptions implicit in the above 
methodology are that the form-tradition method is one 
valid approach to determine pre-New Testament Christology, 
that the criteria used in the method are basically a correct 
measuring device of the pre-Pauline material in the passage·, 
and that only those pre-Pauline passages having some 
bearing upon the various words and phrases of Rom. 1:1-7 
will be admitted in the examination. A. M. Hunter's 
description of the sources for pre-Pauline tradition is 
accepted; "Pre-eminently, the epistles themselves [sic]. 
All, except the Pastorals, are accepted. The second source 
is Acts.n53 
53Hunter, p. lJ. 
CHAPTER II 
STYLISTIC ARGUMENTS FOR THE 
PRE-PAULINE FORMULA 
Certain phrases in the opening verses of Romans 1 are 
syntactically difficult in relation to the context, in 
' ""' C. ,. ':> -particular the phrase 7Tff < TOU lit OcJ c( U"t ou ( 1: )a). 
H. A. W. Meyer already pointed to the difficulties in 1866. 
The four reasons he gives are: (1) peri is most naturally 
tied grammatically to the nearest preceding word; (2) 
euaggelion is frequently followed by an objective genitive; 
I . 
()) euaggelion occurs nowhe!e previously with~ in the 
New Testament; (4) if peri tou huiou autou modifies 
euaggelion, the important thought in verse 2 appears con-
·spicuously isolated:1 Point two is confirmed by the 
close proximity of verse 9, which uses euaggelion with the 
~ ,.. :, 1' ,... C "" :I -
objective genitive huiou ( ~t/ T':J f:tlo(i/f."''r -rou (J£OV c:(U-cov). 
The translators of the Authorized Version also felt this 
difficulty in verse 2, for they enclosed this verse in 
parentheses. Syntactically, if peri tou huiou autou 
modifies proepeggeilato 1 verse 2 should have begun with 
:, t:J 2 2Y , • Thus, although stylistically there are difficulties, 
1H. A. W. Meyer, Kritisch exe getisches Handbuch uber den 
Romerbrief (4th edition; G8ttingen: VandenhoecK und Ruprecht, 
1865), p. 46. 
2Hans Lietzmann, Die Briefe des Apostels Paulus (2nd 
edition; Tubingen: Verlag von J. c. B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 
1919), p. 24. 
16 
the phrase in question fits best with euaggelion (verse 1) 
and not with the relative sentence in which it stands, as 
recent commentators have noted.3 
The case with is less clear. One 
expects either that some kind of genitive would follow 
dunamei (dunamis theou Rom. 1:16; en dunamei pneumatos 15:19) 
or that the phrase would be used adverbially to modify the 
preceding kata pneuma hagiosunes follows .fill dunamei and is 
not connected to it logically; rather, .fill dunamei modifies 
either horisthentos or huios theou. Syntactically, this 
provides no difficulty; but the phrase as it stands upsets 
the balance ·of verses 3b-4b. If this phrase is omitted,one 
has an exact parallelism of verb, object, and kata phrase. 
Fuller may be correct when he states that this phrase was 
added to balance the peri tou huiou autou added by Paul.4 
The final phrase that presents a difficulty, Iesou 
Christou tau kuriou hemon, does not stylistically follow 
very easily from the words preceding it; it does fit 
syntactically with the following verse. The genitive 
3ott? Michel,_Der ~ri~f an die R8mer (13th edition, 
4th of his exegesis;_Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruor ht 
1966~, p~ 37; Hans.Wilhelm Schmidt, Der Brief des ;~ul~s 
an die Romer (Berlin: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt 196 p. 18. , 2, 
4Reginald H. Fuller, The Foundations of N 
Christology (New York: Charles Scribner's S ew Testament 
p. 165. ons, 1965), 
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case agrees with the nown huiou theou, (not in prepositional 
phrases) and verb tou horisthentos but since three 
prepositional phrases separate them, the phrase seems to be 
an abrupt insertion at this point of the text. The Authorized 
Version translators once again ·felt the _difficulty, for they 
put this phrase, not at the end of verse 4 where it stands 
in the Greek text, but at the beginning of verse 3 following 
"concerning his Son." 
Thus, the examination of these three phrases, according 
to the criterion· of Stauffer that "frequently the creedal 
formula fails to fit into the context syntactically," suggests 
that there is .reason to suspect a creedal formula withi_n 
these verses of Romans. 
Another argument · for a formula is that "quite different 
passages repeat the same ·creedal formula· _with very little 
difference in each case." De Wette noted that in 2 Tim. 2:8 
the phrase ek spermatos Dauid was .related to Rom. 1 : 3 and 
inferred a common basic formula.5 A.· Se.eberg did a more 
thorough comparison of the two· passages and came up with 
these points: (1) Both passages mention the coming of Jesus 
. . 5w •. M. L. de Wett:, "Kur~e Erklarung der Briefe 
Titus, Timotheus und die Hebraer: Zweite verb an~ 
Kurz . efasstes exe etisches ·Handbuch zum Neu e~serte Au~lage," 
(4th improved and enlarged edition· eipzi _en .~stament, 
Buchhandlung, 1847), II, 1, 37. ' g. ei mann'sche 
· r 
I 
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from the seed of David; (2) Both passages refer to the 
resurrection, the only diff~rence being that the latter 
I 
is prior in 2 Tim. 2:8; in contrast, it is put 
after ek spermatos Dauid in Romans; (3) Both passages 
have the Davidic coming and the resurrection of Jesus 
appear as the content of the gospel. 6 In the comparison 
of contexts, Romans is the presentation of Paul's creden-
tials for apostleship, namely, the gospel of God for 
which he has been set apart, while 2 Tim. 2:8 presents 
the gospel for which Pau.l is suffering, the whole context 
relating the gospel and suffering. It should be noted that 
the clause that refers to the installation of the Son of 
God is not present in 2 Tim. 2:8, and also that the 
resurrection does not appear to play as large a role in 
the Romans passage as does the huios theou. Nevertheless, 
·these passages are strikingly similar. 
In accordance with Stauffer's sixth criterion, there 
is an obvious simplicity in the syntax of the passage. 
This is particularly noticeable in the lack of definite 
articles. Whereas there are ·seven definite articles in 
verses S-9, there are only three definite articles in 
the opening four verses;yet there are twenty-three nouns 
6Alfred Seeberg, Der Katech1smus der Urchristenheit 
(Mllnchen: Chr. Kaiser Verlag, 1903), p. 75. 
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in the opening verses and only twelve nouns in verses 8-9. 
We shall demonstrate that two of the articles in verses 1-4 
are in Pauline additions to the formula. This lack of 
articles is also due in part to this passage being a 
segment of a salutation, which belongs to that class of 
literature which is a "survival from earlier anarthrous 
usage.n7 The word pneuma in the expression pneuma hagiosunes 
is anarthrous because "in Hebrew the nomen regens would 
appear in the construct or with a suffix. 118 The . . . 
anarthrous hagiosunes follows because 111/lhen a genitive, 
determined in any way, follows a nomen regens, it also 
determines the nomen re~ens, which ••• is always in the 
7F. Blass and A. Debrunner, A Greek Gram~ar of the New 
Testament and Other Early Christian 1iterature 1 translated 
and revised from the German by Robert W. li'unk \Chicago: 
The University of Chicago Press, 1961), paragraph 252. 
$Ibid., paragraph 259. 11 In the NT this Semitic con-
struction makes its influence felt especially where a 
Semitic original· lies behind the Greek (hence'translation-
Semitisms1) .•• The expression is an exact rendering of 
the Hebrew ( w:;r·pIT TI.~"), Otto Procksch and K. G. Kuhn, 
"hagios," Theolo~ical Dictionary of the New Testament, 
edited by Gerhard Kittel, translated and edited by Geoffrey 
W. Bromiley .(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing 
Company, c.1964}, I, 114. 
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construct state."9 Dunamis is labelled in Blass and 
Debrunner's grammar an anarthrous noun. 10 Since there are 
so many prepositional phrases in this section, it is fit 
to note that "the article can be omitted in prepositional 
phrases (formulae from the earlier anarthrous stage of 
the language) •• One special case that we have 
in these verses is ~ graphais hagiais. _Although some 
say that the lack of article indicates a "character of 
holiness and divine origin,n12 Hans Lietzmannl3 and 
Otto Michel, among other_s, state that the phrase without 
the article was current for Paul's time. 14 
Simplicity of style is also to be seen in the lack 
of particles and conjunctionsp in verses 2-4; in fact, 
there is only one conjunction (except for the closing 
greeting) in the opening seven verses, and that one 
connects a double accusative. The opening verses are 
presented in direct statements with crisp construction. 
9Gesenius' Hebrew Grammar, edited and enlarged by 
E. Kautzsch, the second English edition by A. E. Cowley 
(London: Oxford University Press, 1910), p. 410. 
lOBlass and Debrunner, paragraph 257. 
llBlass and Debrunner, paragraph 255. 
12schmidt, p. 1s~ 
13Lietzmann, p. 23, suggests it is common in Hellenistic 
Greek. 
14Michel, p. 36. 
• 
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Another argument for the presence of a formula, based 
on the seventh criterion of Stauffer is the antithetic 
nature of the passage under discussion. Tau genomenou 
contrasts with tou horisthentos, .ek spermatos Dauid with 
huiou theou, but the antithetic nature is especially seen 
in the contrast of kata sarka and kata pneuma hagiosunes. 
If .fill dunamei is part of the formula, then the contrast 
of humiliation and exaltation becomes apparent in these 
verses. 
Agreement with another criterion for a formula is 
seen in the use of participles .and relative clauses. 
Verse 2 is a relative clause, while the following two 
verses are essentially participal phrases. The fact that 
all these verbs are iri the passive voice is striking~ 
E. Schweizer notes that in general 
Jesus appears not only as the content of the confession 
but also formally as the subject of the proposition. 
At the same time however it must be maintained that he 
is often the subject (p. 95J of a verb in the passive 
voice, so that the formulas which present God as 
the subject and Jesus as the object ~f his work have 
substantially the same significance. ' 
The next stylistic consideration arises from the 
criterion that formulas often are rhythmical in a form 
"not determined by quantity, but by the number of stresses 
l5Eduard Schweizer, Lordship and Discipleship, trans-
lated and revised from the German by the author (London: 
SCM Press Ltd., c.1960), pp. 94-95 • 
I · 
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or even of words,"16 and "arranged in lines and strophes."17 
B~da Rigaux says Rom. 1:1-7 is certainly rhythmically formed. 18 
He claims that in this passage the rhythm has the stfongest 
power of expression and greatest compactness of content 
« · u 19 ( "von st.arkstet· Ausdruckskraft und groszter Inhaltsdichte"). 
An arrangement into lines and strophes has been attempted 
20 · hy several scholars; perhaps most typical is o. Michel's 
presentation. 21 The parallelism in the groups of words is 
16Ethelbert Stauffer, New Testament Theology, translated 
from the German by John Marsh (New York: Macmillan Company 
c.1955), p. 339. · 
17Ibid. 
l8B6da Rigaux, Paulus und seine Briefe: der Stand der 
Forschung, translated from the French by August Berg 
(Milnchen: K8sel Verlag, 1964), p. 187 • . 
19Ibid., p. 188. 
20M.-E. Boismard, "Constitu, fils de <lieu (Rom., I,4)," 
Revue Biblique, LX (1953), 7; E. Norden, Agnostos Theos 
(Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1913), p. 385; H. Windisch, "Zur 
Christologie der Pastoralbriefe," Zeitschrift fuer die 
neutestamentliche Wissenschaft, XX.XIV (1935), 215; Vernon 
H. Neufeld, The Earliest Christian Confessions (Grand 
Rapids, Mich.: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1963), 
p. 50; J. N. D. Kelly, Early Christian Creeds (2nd edition; 
London: Longmans, Green and Co. Ltd., 196or;-p. 17; C. K. 
Barrett, A Commentar on the E istle to the Romans (London: · 
Adam & Charles Black, ~957 l. · 
1. 
2. 
3. 
21Michel, p. 32. 
tou ;:,;enomenou 
ek spermatos -Dauid 
kata sarka 
. 1. 
. 2. 
1
·3. 
.4. 
tou horisthentos 
huiou theou en dunamei 
kata pneuma hagi6sunes 
ex anastaseas nekrbn 
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plain to see from his chart. One could even break 
verse 2 into three portions according to the verb and the 
two prepositional phrases, and thus see parallelism with 
the other two verses. Without further discussion Michel 
asserts that in verses 1-7 there is a determined rhythm 
of thirteen lines (stichs) of hexameter length. 22 
An interesting suggestion for line arrangement is that 
proposed by A. M. Hunter. He makes verses 3-4 into three 
lines by dividing verse 4. The last phrase is translated; 
"As a result of the resurrection of the dead Jesus Christ 
our Lord." Pneuma hagi5sun~s is viewed as equivalent to 
pneuma hagion. In this manner, verses 3-4 are seen to 
refer to Jesus as "the Messiah of Jewish prophecy," "his 
equipment with Messianic power at his baptism," and his 
resurrection and exaltation to Lordship; The Syria·c 
Peshitta, which translates the third phrase, "who rose 
from the house of the dead, even Jesus Messiah our Lord," 
"would seem to ·suggest a -third participle in the under-
lying Greek._" The lack of a participle in the Greek text 
f l · d · · b · t . 23 as now accepted, he ee s, is not a ecisive o Jee ion. 
Stylistically speaking, the lack of a participle makes 
22Michel, p. 32. 
23A. M. Hunter, Paul and his Predecessors (2nd edition; 
London: SCM Press Ltd., 1961), pp. 25-26. 
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the last phrase seem difficult, but if the original 
language of the formula was Aramaic, the possibility 
that the translaiion to the Greek form was not quite 
accurate or that the Greek form was understood differently 
must be considered. 
On the basis of Schille's criteria more stylistic 
arguments for the pre-Pauline character of the passage 
are presented . Certainly, there is the third person 
singular style in verses 2-4. In verse 5 can be noted 
the first person plural, elabomen. 24 In regard to the 
second criterion noted, the kata phrases appear to be 
expletives, and in verse 4 there seem to be several phrases 
. 
modifying huios theou. Then too, the criterion of being in 
an emphasized place in the ~ext is met, as Schille notes 
for Rom. l:Jf, 25 and is eveh further stressed within the 
salutation itself as the/a definition of the euaggelion 
theou ••• peri ~ huiou autou. 
24Michel, p. 40, and Schmidt, p. 20 note that t his is 
a "Schriftstellerischen Plural"; the latter refers to 
1 Cor. 9:llff. and Rom. J:7-8, where without changing the 
situation the singular changes to the plural. Blass and 
Debrunner, paragraph 280, call it a "literary plural" used 
to have the hearers associate with ·the writer. 
25Gottfried Schille, Fr~hchristlichen Hymnen (Berlin: 
Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 1962), p. 19. 
25 
In conclusion, there have been suggested several 
stylistic arguments for a pre-Pauline formula, namely, 
the syntactical difficulties of certain phrases in relation 
to the context, the repeating of the same formula in 
another quite different context, the simplicity of the 
syntax, the antithetic or contrasting nature of verses 3-4 
in particular, the use of participles and relati~e clauses, 
the rhythm displayed in the various lines of the salu-
tation, the third person singular and first person plural 
usage, the several expletives modifying key expressions, 
and the position of emphasis of the passage within the 
framework of the epistle and even within the salutation 
itself. 
• 
CHAPTER III 
LINGUISTIC STUDY FOR PRE-PAULINE 
OR PAULINE CHARACTER 
Preliminary Remarks 
In accordance with the criterion that creedal formulae 
often exhibit a "different linguistic usage, terminology 
or style" from their contexts, the terminology of Rom. 1:2-4 
will be examined to see whether it is pre-Pauline or Pauline. 
The investigation will be made on the basis of Pauline 
usage and other sources, such as the other books of the 
New Testament, the Hebrew Old Testament, the Septuagint, and 
extracanonical writings. Since an analysis of the meaning 
of the words is dependent upon the context, a theology 
consistent with the text will not be proposed until all 
the words and phrases have been examined ~ 
This verb is used only one other time within the 
letters of Paul, in 2 Cor. 9:5; there it occurs not in the 
sense of "promise beforehand" (middle voice) but "to 
announce in advance" (passiv~ voice). "Proepaggellomai 
is naturally rare, since there is already a pro in 
11 . nl epa.r.;p.;e . ornai. 
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The context of 2 Cor. 9:5 is the sending 
of Titus to the Corinthians by Paul in order to complete 
the work of gathering the collection for the saints in 
Jerusalem; the gift is here termed 'i.V Ao j< Ol • 2 Thus, 
the subject of the action of the verb is the Corinthians. 
Although this verse contains the only other occurence of 
proepaggellornai in the New Testament, nevertheless Paul 
does use the closely relat.ed words, epaggellomai and 
epaggelia, and in a significant manner, twenty-six times 
for the latter word. Particularly in Romans, the meaning 
is the Old Testament promise of blessing, especially to 
the seed of Abraham. 3 
Epaggelia in the sense of the promise of God "was 
developed in Judaism prior to Paul," as in 3 Macc.2:10, 
1Julius Schniewind and Gerhard Friedrich, "epaggello, 
etc.," Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited 
by Gerhard Kittel, translated and edited by Geoffrey 
W. Bromiley (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing 
Company, c.1964), II, 586. Hereafter this dictionary 
will be referred to as TDNT,. 
2Hermann W. Beyer, "euloge5, etc." TDNT, II, 563. 
3Rom. 4:13,14,16,20; 9:4,8,9. It is found similarlv 
in Galatians, Gal. J:16,17, ,18(2) ,21; 4:23. The ideas of 
the present promise of the Spirit (Gal. 3:14), present 
fulfilment of the promises ·in Christ (Rom. 15:8; 2 Cor. 1:20) 
and promise of sonship (Gal. J:22; 4:28) are also found. ' 
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Ps. Sol. 12:8, Test. Jos. 20, and in rabbinic sources. 
The term takes on an eschatological character with a view 
to the "future world II especially in apocalypses and , 
rabbinic writings.4 
In the New Testament, the most helpful parallels are 
found at the end of Luke and throughout Acts~ In Rom. 1:2 
the verb is connected by a relative pronoun to euaggelion 
theou. Acts 1J:J2f. says, "And we bring you the good news 
(euaggelizometha) that what God promised to the fathers 
(ten nros tous pateras epaggelian), this he has fulfilled. 
by raising Jesus ••• This verse is followed by-a 
citation from Psalm 2. Jesus and his resurrection are 
viewed ·as the fulfilment of the promise of God here and 
in Acts 13:23; 26i6f. 
. . 
The Savior, Jesu~ is brought to 
Israel according to His promise (1J:2J); Old Testament 
event's in connection with Abraham and Moses, in particular 
the Exodus and possession of the land, are the promise of 
God (Acts 7:5, 17). Promise is also connected with the 
coming of the Holy· Spirit, especially on the disciples 
(Acts 2). All these particular verses (except 26:6f.) 
may be viewed as earlier than Paul and part of the early 
4schniewind and Friedrich, II, 579-80. 
. . 
5All quotes from the Bible in English, unless indicated 
otherwise, are from the Revised Standard Version (New 
York: T~omas Nelson & Sons, c.1946 & 1952). 
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church's preaching: However, this dating is subject to 
t . 6 ques ion. 
In conclusion, oroepaggellomai is not used by Paul in 
the same connection as in Rom. 1:2. Paul's concept of 
epaggelia is prominent in his letters, but it is primarily 
used when addressing a group of hearers who are, at least 
in . part, Jewish (Romans, Galatians). More strikin~ly 
similar is the preaching in Acts. The word as used in 
Rom. 1:2 would fit better with pre-Pauline tradition and 
is less likely a Pauline term. 
In Paul and the .Gospel of Mark, there is a striking 
difference in the frequency of the word, prophetes, in 
comparison with the other Gospels. Of the one hundred forty-
four in the New Testament, Matt~ew has thirty-seven, Luke 
twenty-ni ne, Acts thirty, John fourteen, Mark six and Paul, 
exclusive of three passages in Ephesians and the Pastoral 
letters, ten. 7 Six of these ten ·references are to New 
6Eduard Schweizer, "Zu den Reden der Apostelgeschi chte," 
Theologische Zeitschrift, XIII (1957), 1-11. Cf. Reginald 
H. Fuller, The Foundations of New Testament Christolo 
(New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 19 5 , p . 20. 
7H. Kramer, R. Rendtorff, · R. Meyer and Gerhard Friedrich, 
"p r-onhetes," Theologisches Worterbuch zum Neuen Testame1:t, 
ea.ited by Gerhard Friedrich (Stuttgart; W. Kohlhammer Gll'lBH, 
1959), VI, S29. Hereafter this dictionary will be referred 
to as .TI:lli!. 
3'0 
Testament prophets (for example, 1 Cor. 12:28: "God has 
appointed in the church first apostles, second prophets 
... "). 6 Rom. 3:21 refers to the "law and the prophets," 
a reference to the "whole Scripture, 119 therefore not 
referring to persons as 1:2. · Finally, Rom. 11:3 and 
1 Thess. 2:15 both refer to the persecution and killing 
of the prophets at the hands of the Jews; in fact, 
Rom. 11:3 is a near quote of the LXX version of 1 Kings 
19:lo.10 In Ephesians the term denotes New Testament 
11 prophets, while Titus 1:12, which quotes the Cretan poet, 
Epimenides (6th century B.C.), calls him a prophet.12 Thus, 
Paul generally uses prophetes to denote the prophet of the 
Christian church. 
8Also 1 Cor. 12:29; 14:29, 32(2),37~ 
9H. Kleinknecht and W. Gutbrod, "nomos, etc.," TDNT, 
IV, 1071; Kramer, Rendtorff, Meyer, Friedrich, VI, 833. 
1
°Kramer, Rendtorff, Meyer, Fri~drich, VI, 835-36. 
A tradition had grown up about this mistreatment of the 
prophets, even in apocryphal writings, and early Christianity 
used this to assert the sin of the Jews in their treatment 
of the prophets and Christ. 
11Eph. 2:20; 3:5; 4:11; J. Armitage Robinson, St. Paul's 
Epistle to the Ephesians (R~vised edition; 1ondon: James 
Clarke & Co. Ltd., n.d.), p. 163, points to the order 
"apostles and prophets," 3:5 which refers to current-day 
prophets, and 4:11 where "Old Testament prophets are 
obviously out of the question." 
12A. J.B. Higi:,;ins, "I, II Ti.mothyand Titus, 11 Peake's 
Commentary on the Bible, edited by Matthew Black and h. H .. 
Rowley (London: Thomas Nelson and Sons Ltd., c.1962), p. 1007. 
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This interpretation is supported by Paul's use of 
cognate words such as propheteia and nropheteuo in the 
13 
same sense. The most striking occurrence o·f a cognate 
is in Rom. 16:25-27: 
Now to him who is able to strengthen you according 
to my ~ospel and the preaching of Jesus Christ, 
according to the revelation of the mystery which was 
kept secret for long ages but is now disclosed and 
thrOUP;h the prophetic writings ( 6(~ T£ j'_t.«.fJWV 
71"fo¢n ,11<wv ) is made known to all nations, accord-
ing to the command of the eternal God, to bring about 
the obedience of f'aith--to the only wise God be glory 
for evermore through Jesus Christ! Amen. 
Michel believes that there is an older liturgical scheme 
with a basically apocalyptic tradition ("mystery," "reve-
lation"); he ·does recognize there are elements of Pauline 
theology within Rom. 16:25-27 and even conceives the 
. b · 1 · h 1 t . · 14 A · possi i ity t ese verses are a a er revision. sin 
verse 2, the prophets and written documents are associated. 
While the rest of the Pauline writings use the term 
of New Testament prophets, Romans uses prophetes ~nd its 
cognates five times (1:2; 3:21; 11:3;. 12:6; 16:26), 
four times to refer to Old Testament prophets. Each of 
13Propheteia in Rom. 12:6; 1 Cor. 12:10; 13:2,8; 
14:6,22; 1 Thess. 5:20; 1 Tim. 1:18; 4:14, and oroo~eteuo 
in 1 Cor. 11:45; 13:9; 14:1,3,4,5,24,31,29 are all in the 
sense of the prophet of the New Testament church. 
14otto Michel, · ner Brief an die R8mer (13th edition, 
4th of his exegesis; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 
1966) ~· 392. H. Lietzmann, Die Briefe des Apostels 
Paulu~ {2nd edition; Tubingen: Verlag von J. C. H. Mohr 
CPaul SiebeckJ), pp. 134-26, conjecture that it is a 
Marcion addition. 
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the four times (if Rom. 1:2 is included), the words 
occur in an older tradition. Friedrich a r gues that 
Paul sees the Old Testament prophets as Scripture, for 
Paul usually does not introduce an Old Testament citation 
with t he prophet's name but with the phrase ka th5s 
t . 15 gegr ap a i. 
Is Rom. 1 : 2 pa rt of a pre-Pauline tradition? It has 
been shown tha t there is frequent use of pro oh~t;s in 
the Gospels, where dia ton nropheton is a formula intro-
ducing Old Testament citation~.16 The Old Testament 
prophets are the mouth of God through whom He speaks to 
men (Acts 3:21, cf. Luke 1:70 and Acts 3:18).17 This 
attitude is drawn from the Judaism of that time. According 
to Michel, the men of the Old Covenant were called 
"prophets" because of their association ~ith the word of 
Goct. 18 Rabbinic sources say the prophet~ predicted the 
15Kramer, Rendtorff, Meyer, Friedrich, VI, 833. 
16Ibid., VI, 832; to rethen hupo kurio dia tou 
oroohetou legontos (Matt. 1:22; 2:15). Dropping huoo 
kuriou, the phrase · is in Matt. 2:17,23; 3:3; 4:14; 8:17; 
12:17; 13:35; 21:4; 24:1~; 27:9. 
17Ibid. 
18Michel, p. 36. 
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Messianic time of salvation. They limited legitimate 
prophecy to a classic period .of prophecy; this speculation 
over the classical period is closely connected with the 
concept of canon. 20 The close association of the prophet 
and writing became so pronounced that either parts of 
Scripture, a group of books, could be called the "Prophets" 
{Acts 7:42) or all of Scripture could be called the 
"Law and the Prophets" {Rom. 3:21) or the "Prophets" 
{A~ts 13:27). 21 Such ideas seem to have been in mind in 
Rom. 1:2; however, the Acts references are in contexts 
generally viewed as close to the early Church's preaching 
and hence pre-Pauline. 
In summary, Paul generally uses the word prophetes for 
the prophet of the New Testament people (although, except 
for the passages in Ephesians, all the references are in 
First Corinthians). The usage in the Gospels and Acts 
reflect the Judaic attitude toward the prophets as those 
of the Old Testament era especially associated with the 
Scriptures. Rom. 1:2 reflects the latter sense and is 
more likely to be pre-Pauline. 
19Hermann Strack and Pa~l Billerbeck, Kommentar zum 
Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrash (MUnchen: C. H. 
Beck'sche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1926), III, 8, 12. Hereafter 
referred to as S-B. 1 
20Kramer, Rendtorff, Meyer, Friedrich, VI, 817. 
21Ibid.,VI, 833. 
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c:: / O<f( ~(J 
Nowhere else in Paul is there a parallel to this 
formulation. Nowhere else is hagios attached to graphe 
or grauhai, although nomos hagios is found in Rom. 7:12. 
The singular use of graph~ occurs seven times, and the 
plural use occurs four times (except for 1:2). 22 Each of 
the four times in the plural they are very likely within 
older traditional formulations. 23 \rihen Paul wishes to 
cite Scripture, he introduces it, especially in Romans, by 
f) , ~ ti , / 24 K d w 5 ti f: l /' ct 1T r IX. l · or 1(0( r:Jct TT'f J' £ l /« Trr()(..t. • 
, / fEJ'j?DfTf,{)((. J'()(f is rather frequent also in the rest of 
Paui. 25 The singular graphe occurs more times in Romans 
than any other epistle. These facts indicate that Paul 
22singular use: Rom. 4:3; 9:17; 10:11; 11:2; Gal. 3:8,22; 
4:30; see the remainder of the text for the plural usages. 
23Rom. 15:4, as viewed by Michel, p~ 356, is a 11Schlllssel"; 
it has a wording similar to other passages in Paul 
(Rom. 4:24; 1 Cor. 9:10; 10:11). He says the Hebraic 
construct.ion is already in the pro- of the verb. 16: 26 
has been discussed under prophetes (cf. Michel, p. 392.). 
The fac·t that 1 Cor. 15 :3 & 4 is a formula is seen already 
by Gottlob Schrenck, "grapho, etc," TDNT, I, 752. 
24Kathos ge9raptai: Rom. 1:17; 2:24; 3:10; 4:17; 8:36; 9:33; 11:20; 15:3,9,21; 1 Cor. 1:31; 2:9; 2 Cor. 
8:15; 9:9; kathaper ~egraptai: Rom. 3:4; 9:13; 10:15; 11:8. 
. . 
25Gegrapta i gar: Rom. 12:19; 14:~l; 1 Cor. 1:19; 3:19; 
Gal. 3:10; 4:22,27. 
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in the epistle to the Romans is very much concerned for 
the graphe or eraphai; however, the phrase which is in 
Rom. 1:2 is unlike any other passages in Paul (except 
for those contained in other formulae) that refer to the 
Scriptures. 
In sources outside of Paul, it is to be noted that 
hai hierat_ graphai is a "specifically Rabbinic mode of 
expression which is also found in Philo and Hellenistic 
Judaism but not in the OT. In the Rabbis the formula 
is vJ) ·p ~ .., ;1 ~,?. n-2S Philo' s use of the phrase is 
especially noteworthy, for example en hierais graphais 
legeta_j_ ( Rer. Div. Her. 159) .-27 
In Rom. 1:2 the word hagios modifies graphai. The 
Septuagint always uses hagios instead of hieros for the 
Hebrew WJ'f,. and thus "we may see a conscious attempt to 
avoid the usual term for heathen sanctuaries.n28 Philo 
comes closest to the phrase in Romans when he refers to 
the nornos as hagios (Spec. Leg.III,119). 29 Josephus used 
hagios very little "no doubt because hae;ios 'must have 
sounded strange in Greek ears.,n30 
26Schrenck, I, 751. 
27Lietzmann, p. 23 refers tooth 
er passages in Ph1.·lo· cf. Schrenck, I, 751. . , 
I 
280tto Procksch i and Karl Georg Kuhn TDNT, I, 95. > "hagio~, etc.," 
29Ibid., I, 96. 
30Ibid. 
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Thebck of an article in prepositional phrases is 
usua1.3l Thus, although one of the criteria for a formula 
is the infrequent use of definite articles, this fact is 
not decisive in this case; indeed, graphai occurs frequently 
without the article, even in Rom. 16:26.32 
In summary, the phrase en grapha is ha~iais, if it is 
Paul's usaGe, is unique; it is more likely a pre-Pauline 
formula in agreement with rabbinic and Hellenistic Judaism. 
According to the Greek dictionary originally edited by 
Walter Bauer, ginesthai ek tines means "to be born or 
begotten. 1133 Leenhardt notes certain Latin manuscripts 
implying the ·same meaning.34 1 Esdr. 4:16 is an older 
31F. Blass and A. Debrunner, A Greek Grammar of the 
New Testament and Oth~r Early Christian Literature, 
translated and revised from the German by Robert W. Funk 
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1961), 
paragraph 255. Hereafter referred to as Bl-D. 
32Schrenck, I, 751, fn. 7. 
33walter Bauer, A Greek-En~lish Lexicon of the New 
Testament and Other Earlv Christian Literature translated 
and adapted from the four~h and revised German'edition by 
William F. Arndt and F. ~ilbur Gingrich {Chicago : The 
University of Chicago . Press~ ?-1957), p. 157. Hereafter 
refe~red to as BAG •. rn ~ddition to the other passages t 
be discussed, there is cited Jos., A!:!.!• 2,216. 0 
34Franz J. Leenhardt, The Epistle to the ~ 
1 d f h L., , 1 t d. . . ·"omans trans ate rom t e crencn .s .e ition by Harold Kni~ht ' -(Cleveland: World Publishing Company c.19 /l) 0 6 . "Instea d of genornenou we read in 5161 441 ° ' p. ~ · 
P'ennomenou ( natus)." The Vulgate has· !"'U. afnd the Latin i"iSS. 
~ J. actus est ei. 
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example of this usage. By. way of evidence the prior 
verse mentions giving birth (ee-ennesan); "women" are the 
subject of both verses. In verse 16, the phrase wnich 
has ginesthai ek is fitted in the first part dealing with 
giving birth and is followed by a clause regarding the nursing 
of children. 35 In Tobit 8:6, the man and woman both 
anpear to be the source of the children, as follows: 
"Thou madest Adam and gavest him Eve his wife as a helper 
and support. From them the race of mankind has sprung" 
(ek touton egenethe to anthropon sperma). Note that 
ginesthai ek is used in association with soerma. 
Gal. 4:4 is the strongest analogy to Rom. 1:3 in the New 
Testament. W. Kramer, when .dealing with. Gal. 4:4, is 
inclined to call genomenon ek gunaikos a pre-Pauline 
expression and notes Rom. 1:3 as a parallel passage, but 
he concludes, "It is impossible to decide whether it was 
linked with the first line (exapesteilen ho theos ton 
huion autou] by Paul himself or before Pau1.n36 Kramer 
35verse 16 appears to have the analogy (on the basis 
of similar verb and preposition of ginesthai ek) of women 
g ivin~ birth as similar to vineyards giving wine, thereby 
indic~ting not so much the act of giving birth as the 
source. 
3~·\ferner Kramer, Christ, Lord, Son of God, translated 
from the German by Brian Hardy (London: SCM Press Ltd., 1966), 
p. 113, including Fn. 386. 
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presents the possibility that ginesthai ek was applied 
to Jesus Christ in another pre-Pauline passage other than 
Rom. 1:3. A. Oepke presents the theology of ginesthai ek 
in Gal. 4:4f. adequately. He states that although 
ginesthai ek can designate the parentage of someone (Rom. l:J}, 
this understanding of ginesthai ek is not very probable with . 
a pre-existe·nt Son and would wreck the parallelism of the 
two genomenon participles. Also, he argues that the Jew 
was not "born" under the Law; rather, the Jew was put 
under the Law via circumcision and custom. In general, 
gignesthai with a preposition designates the· beginning 
of the corresponding einai ~ith a preposition. God executed 
the "sending" of His Son in such a way that the Son became 
one who was born of a woman and under the Law. ek gunaikos 
I 
is nearly the same in meaning as gennetos gunaikos 
(Job 14:1; Matt. 11:11).37 · Thus, the emphasis is not 
only the moment of birth but on the state of being 
"born of a woman." 
Outside of Gal. 4:4f., ginesthai ek is closely 
paralleled by the uses of ginomai in Phil. 2:7 and John 1:14. 
In Phil. 2:7 the one who was en morphe theou willingly 
en homoiomati anthropon genomenos. · John 1:14 declares 
37 Albrecht Oepke, Der Brief des Paulus an die Galater 
(2nd improved edition; Berlin: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 
1964}, pp. 96-97. 
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ho logos sarx egeneto. Thus, genomenos "throws particular 
stress on the birth as the moment of the Redeemer's entry 
into the 'form of a servant. 1 " 38 In general, ginesthai 
ek has been noted in pre-Christian extracanonical literature 
in possibly pre-Pauline, at least highly formulaic, writings, 
and in the Gospel of John; it is used in the sense of "born," 
the beginning of a state of being. 
Sperma is a metonymic expression for "line of descent," 
"posterity," or "progeny. 1139 As Hahn has pointed out, it 
is used generally in the Old Testament as well as in 
Greek in this sense; the singular is collectively under-
stood.40 2 Sam. 7:12-14, a promise to David, contains 
some of the key words in Rom. 1:1-7; sperma, huios, anastasis 
(f - -) 41 orm: anasteso • 
Paul uses the word fifteen times, all occurrences in 
the sense of "line of descent ." with the exception of two 
verses, 1 Cor. 15:38 and 2 Cor. 9:10. S. Schulz has 
summarized Paul's use well, as follows: In the remaining 
passages, Paul speaks of soerma exclusively in reference 
38 Fuller, p. 210. 
39Hans Wilhelm Schmidt, Der Brief des Paulus an die 
Romer (Berlin: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 1962), p. 18. 
4
°Ferdinand Hahn, Christqlogische Hoheitstitel 
~ottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1963), p. 253. 
41Eduard Schweizer, "huios," TWNT, VIII, 367. 
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to the Israelite-Judaic tradition of the lineage of David, 
Abraham, and Isaac. Paul uses the term most frequently 
with reference to Abraham's po~terity: seven times 
about Abraham (Rom. 4:13,16,18; 9:7; 11:1; 2 Cor. 11:22; 
Gal. 3:16), two times typologically applied to Christ 
(Gal. 3:16,19), and two times to the New Testament Church 
(Rom. 9:8; Gal. 3:29), not to the Old Testament people. 
Concerning David's descendants (Rom. 1:3) and Isaac's 
42 descendants (Rom. 9:7) Paul uses the term one time. 
Another usage of sperma which seems to reflec~ 
Pauline thought in some sense is 2 Tim. 2:8, in which 
B. S. Easton says the author "has simply condensed 
Romans 1:1-4,"43 or which, as Lock maintains, is a semi-
quotation from an early creed. 44 It has been noted in the 
previous chapter the relationship to Romans 1. A. Seeberg 
held that 2 Tim. 2:8 and Rom. 1:3-4 have a common pre-Pauline 
42Siegf ried Schulz and Gottfried ·Quell, "sperma, etc." 
TWNT, VII, 545-46. 
43eurton Scott Easton, The Pastoral Epistles (New 
York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1949}, p. 53, cited in 
Vernon H. Neufeld, The Earliest Christian Confessions 
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 
1963), p. 128, fn. 6. 
4~/alter Lock, A .Critical and Exegetical Commentar;r 
on the Pastoral Epistles (New York: Charles Scribner,'~ 
Sons, 1924), p. 95, cited by _A. M. Hunter, Paul and nis 
Predecessors (2nd edition; London: SCM Press Ltd~ 1961f, 
p. 27. 
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tradition behind them.45 However, Hahn argues that in 
2 Tim. 2:8 egigermenon ek nekr5n and ek sne r matos Dauid are 
two individual phrases from different traditions, not a unified 
tradition. He bases his argument on the fact that the 
exaltation motif is not connected with the mention of the 
Resurrection, on the (Iesous) Christos placed before the 
whole passage, and the lack of a verb with the phrase ek 
soerma tos Dauid. Although they come from different 
traditions, the phrases have lost their force by the time 
2 Tim. 2:8 was written.46 Thus, Seebere's argument for a 
unified tradition is weakened; however, 2 Tim. 2:8 could 
still have borrowed from some other pre-Pauline formulae. 
c. K. Barrett notes that Davidic descent is used 
nowhere else by Paul though Rom. 15:12 may be similar to 
·t 47 l. • Paul refers to the "root of Jesse" ('he hriza 1,Q1! 
. 
Iessai), as he quotes Is. 11:10 (LXX). Apoc. 5:5 has 
he hriza Dauid, where as Haqn points out ·in connection with 
! 
I 
45Alfred Seeberg, Der Katechismus der Urchristenheit 
(Milnchen: Chr. Kaiser Verlag, 1903), pp. 75-76. 
46Hahn, pp. 258-59. 
47c. K. Barrett, . A Commentary on the Epistles to the 
Romans (London: Adam & Charles Black, 1957), p. 18. 
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the latter verse, the "root" is used to refer to the 
Messiah.48 Rom. 15:12 shows that Davidic descent was not 
antithetic to Paul's thought; it must, however, be noted 
that the phrase is contained within a quotation, whose 
purpose is to underscore the validity of the mission to 
the Gentiles, not make a Christological assertion. 
It is difficult to definitely date any of the 
references in the rest of the New Testament as surely 
pre-Pauline. Three verses in the Apocalypse (J:7; 5:5; 
22:16) contain allusions to the descent of David, and, 
although late in origin may reflect the early Jerusalem 
tradition associating Davidic sonship with the eschatol-
ogical, end-time work of Jesus. 49 Acts .13:23 states that 
apo ~ spermatos (of David, cf. verse 22) "God has 
brought to Israel a Savior (soter), Jesus, as he promised." 
Hahn rightly associates this pass.age with the later view 
that Son of David referred to Jesus' earthly acts as 
Deliverer of Israe1,50 especially since soter is found 
almost exclusively in Luke-Acts (four times), the late 
writings of the Pastoral Epistles (ten times) and the 
48More and more in late Judaism, the .Messiah is 
-r,JTTt,~, "shoot of David." Hahn, pp. 248-49, fn~ 5, . 
which refers to S-B II 113 and other sources, incl uding 
_, ' ' Qumran. 
49Ibid., pp. 248-50. 
50Ibid., p. 278, fn. 2. 
43. 
Se cond letter of Peter (five times), Jude, the Gospel of 
John~ the Fi rst letter of John. The Gospels present the 
Davidic sonship in various forms that are difficult to 
date in relation to Paul. Nevertheless, certain traditions 
appear to apply Son of David to Jesus Christ at a pre-
Pauline time, for example the genealogies (Matt. 1:1-17; 
Luke J:23-28), Luke 1:68-75, and Luke l:32ff. As Hahn 
~oints out, the Davidic sonship in these passages portrays 
the eschatological work of Jesus as well as the Davidic 
origin of Jesus.51 One parallel to Romans is Mark 12:35-37, 
where Davidic sonship is viewed ·as a preliminary stage to 
the exaltation to Lordship;52 this will be discussed in 
the next chapter. At any rate, there are fairly good 
grounds for basing Davidic sonship in the early Church. 
The importance of this ascription lies in its connec-
tion with the Judaic hope for the Messiah. The earliest 
reference to Son of David in a technical sense is 
Ps. Sol.17:21 : "Behold, 0 Lord, and raise up (anastison} 
' for them their king , the son of David (huion Dauid), At 
the time in the which Thou seest, 0 God, that he may reign 
over Israel Thy servant" ( Ch~rl. es, 6 ) p. 49 • 
Psalms in general between Pompey's invasi· on 
51Ibid., pp. 242-51. 
52Ibid., pp. 267-6S. 
Grey dates the 
of Palestine 
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and his death (63 and 48 B.C. respectively).53 Althou~h 
F. Leenhardt can say that Son of David "had become a current 
expression among the contemporaries of Jesus, 11 54 Hahn says 
Son of David was seldom used in pre-Christian times, only in 
the Psalms of Solomon for sure, and that only in post-Christian 
times does it become more frequent in Jewish tradition.55 Yet 
Hahn mainta ins that the descent from David was one of the 
constant elements of the concept of Messiahship. 56 
In summary, the natal descent from ·David is not 
characteristic of Paul; sperma is usually associated with 
Abraham. The linguistic usage of Rom. 1:3 is more at home 
in the Gospels and Acts in early Christian tradition, and 
is in line with the Judaic ho~e for a Davidic ruler or 
Messiah whom God would raise up in the end of time. 
Sarx is found more frequently in the writings of Paul 
Than in the rest of the New Testament--ninety times, in 
comparison with seven times in the Synoptic Gospels (not 
53The Apocrypha and Pseudepigraoha of the Old Testa-
ment in English, edited by R.H. Charles (London: Oxford 
University Press, 1913), II, 630. 
541eenhardt, p. 36. 
55Hahn, p. 245, fn. 3. He cites"Dalman, Die \forte 
Jesu, pp. 260ff.; S-B, I 12f. 525; also Bousset and Gressmann 
pp. 226f.; Volz, Eschatologie, p. 174." 
. 56Hahn, p. 157. 
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counting parallels), eleven times in John, thirty-two times 
in the remaining parts. Thus, this mieht indicate a Pauline 
phrase in Rom. 1:3; however, Paul's predominant connotation 
is not present here. The phrase, kata sarka, occurs twenty 
times, twelve times in a derogatory or negative sense. In 
the epistle to the Romans, si~teen of the twenty-six refer-
ences are in this latter sense. It should also be noted 
that the meaning of the phrase is further limited by its 
I 
parallelism with kata pneuma ha~iosunes. 
E. Schweizer, in his extensive treatment of sarx in 
the Theologisches W8rterbuch, distin~uishes seven ntiances 
in Paul, as follows: (1) Body (as weak, transitory, 
2 Car. 12:7, etc.); (2) Earthly sphere (Rom. 1:3; 1 Cor. 1:26); 
(3) Sarx kai haima, pasa ~' meaning man (Gal. 1:16); 
(4) Sarx as object of trust (Rom. 2:28); (5) Kata sarka 
with verb (2 Cor. 11:18), meaning to have~ as the 
norm for one's life, and not a neutral sense as the above 
meanings; (6) Sarx as subject to sin (Rom. 8:3); (7) The over-
powering~ (Rom. 7:11).57 Immediately the third meaning is 
57Ectuard Schweizer, et al, "~, etc." T\'iNT, VII, 124-35; 
cf. Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, trans-
lated by Kendrick Grabel (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 
1951 & 1955), I, 233-46. 
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ruled out. In the last three meanings, · it is implied 
that sarx is sinful. Since kata sarka in Rom. 1:3 applies 
to "His Son," identified as J~sus Christ (verse 4), and 
Paul states elsewhere, "God made him [Christ] to be sin who 
knew no sin" (2 Car. 5:21}, these meanings are excluded. 
The fourth meaning does not designate~ as sinful but 
indicates that trusting or putting one's confidence in the 
· 58 
flesh is evil (Rom. 2:28; Gal. J:2-5; 6:12; Phil. J:J}. 
This latter connotation is not appropriate for Jesus Christ 
in the writings of Paul. 
If the more common dualism of sinful flesh versus 
spirit is not found in Rom. l:J-4, what kind of a con-
trast of ~-pneuma is present? If~ as the body 
would be the correct ' meaning, by parallelism this would 
imply that sarx would be the "human nature" and the pneuma 
hagiosunes would be the spiritual part of Jesus or His 
"divine nature." The question of the kind of .§fil2S-pneuma 
contrast cannot be in isolation from the context but will 
be more precisely determined in connection with the meaning 
of pneuma hagiosunes. 
58Eduard Schweizer, "Rom. l,Jf. und der Gegensatz 
van Fleisch und Geist vor und bei Paulus, Ev-;ingelische 
Theologie, XV (1955}, 565; Schweizer,~ al, VII, 129. 
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The second usage Schweizer finds in Paul requires 
further clarification and expansion. Sarx denoting the 
earthly sphere (in contrast to the heavenly sphere) is 
certai nly found in some passages in Paul's writings. 
Schweizer notes that kata anthropon is parallel to 
sarkikoi in 1 Cor. J:J. 59 1 Cor. 1:26 points to the fact 
that the Christians at Corinth are not the "wise according 
to worldly standards" (sophoi kata sarka) but the "foolish 
in the world" (mora tou kosmou) (verse 27), who receive 
"life in Christ Jesus, whom God made our wisdom . . . 
" 
(egenethe sophia apo theou) (verse JO). In this passage, 
the wisdom (cf. verses 24, JO) of the earthly realm is 
contrasted with the divine or heavenly realm. 
The picture is further clarified from pre-Christian 
use. Is. Jl:J contrasts the sphere of man and his world 
(the "horses") as "flesh" with the world of God described 
as "spirit. n60 In late Judaism, the distance between God 
and man was stated in spatial terms, the world "above" 
contrasted to the world "below." This idea i s also seen 
in parts of the Old Testament~ in God moving do~m to earth, 
and human beings go i ng up (mountains,for example) to meet 
59schweizer, et al, VII, 128. 
60Schweiz~r, "Rom. l,Jf.," XV, 568. 
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61 with God, particularly Moses and the elders. This 
view of the "vertical" worlds "above' and "below" even 
blended at the time of the New Testament with the "horizon-
tal," eschatolo3ical view of the world "present" and 
"coming" (Gal. h:25-26 contrasts the "present J erusalem" 
(nun IerousalemJ with the "Jerusalem above" (ano Ierou-
salemJ162 A further difference of the .two worlds is that 
the world of men is seen as corporeal, while the world 
of God is incorporeal; the two present an antinomy not 
without some Hellenistic influence. 63 Thus, there is 
much documentation for the· interpretation of flesh as 
64 the earthly sphere. 
The most decisive passages in connection with 
Rom. l:J are those places elsewhere in the New Testament 
61Ibid. Refers to Gen. ·11:5,7; 1·8:21; Ex. 3:8; 
19 : 11-20; J4:5; 24:9f. 
62Ibid. 
63Ib i d. The author cites an example from the LXX 
where "God of the spirits of all flesh" is changed to 
· "God of the spirits and of all flesh" (Num. 16:22; 27:16). 
Enoch 15 :4,Bf. contrasts the "spirits" (the holy watchers 
of heaven) to the "flesh" (the men). Hahn sees this evi-
dence as weak, p. 256. 
64
Eduard Schweize·C' , Erniedrigung und Erhohung bei 
Jesus und seinen Nachfolgern (Zurich: Zwingli-Verlag, 
c.1955), pp. 131-32 unearths several more passages, even 
from Ezekiel and rabbinic s~urces. 
I 
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that employ the same scheme of earthly-heavenly or flesh-spirit 
spheres, in ·particular 1 Tim. 3:16. As Schweizer observes, 
The two spheres are clearly presented in a local 
sense as the two halves of the cosmos, one above 
the other. It is true that this depends on the 
interpretation of the hymn. But it should be 
clear that the lines are joined together in an 
inverted order so that every time an event 'telow' 
and an event 'above' appear together in pairs.65 
The ... formula in I Tim. iii.16 is constructed 
in ri~idly chiastic pairs: a-b/b-a/a-b. Sarx, ethne, 
kosmos corresnond to pneuma, aggeloi, doxa •..• 
It is taken for granted in all this that the nature 
of the Redeemer is nspiritual"--that is why the 
musterion begins w;i.th the phanerothenai .fill sa r ki. 
The sa:ne goes for the phraseo-logy in I Pet. iii .18b. 
It would be easy to understand pneumati as an instru-
mental dative, but this is out of the question for 
sarki. Therefore the interpretation here, as in 
1 'fim. iii .16, mu56 be: in the corporal sphere, in the spiritual sphere. 
This same scheme is followed in Rom. l:J. 
A final linguistic question that needs consideration 
is that of the translation of kata. C. K. Barrett suggests 
at first the possibility ~hat the preposition could mean 
"according to" but he concludes kata means "in the sphere 
of;" especially on the basis of a study of kata pneuma 
hagiosunes.67 Bauer, Arndt and Gingrich view the use of 
65Eduard Schweizer, ·Lordship and Discipleshiu, trans-
lated from the German and revised by the author (London: 
SCM Press Ltd., c.1960), p. 65. 
66Eduard Schweizer, et al, "Spirit of God," translated 
from the German by A. E. Harvey, .Bible Kev iiiords (New York: 
Harper & Brothers, Publishers, c.1960), III, 57. 
67Barrett, p. 18. 
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~ in Rom. 1:3 as corresponding to Schweizer's first 
concept of~ in Paul, and hence kata denotes "relation-
ship to someth., with respect to, in relation to k. sarka 
w. respect to the flesh, physically of human descent."68 
Schweizer notes that it cannot be an "instrumental" usage, 
"by virtue of," for this would be an impossible meaning 
with kata sarka. One can only interpret it "in the 
sphere of the flesh."69 While this meaning for kata 
appears best, the meaning is ,most clearly viewed within 
the framework of the parallelism of the ~-pneuma 
relationship and the full meaning of kata pneuma hagiosunes. 
In conclusion, the apostle Paul more frequently uses 
sarx in ·a derogatory or negative sense, especially when 
he contrasts the life of man kata sarka and the life of 
the Christian kata nneuma. In Rom. · 1:3 -~ and pneuma 
· are contrasted in regard to Christ in a manner unique in 
Paul. The best explanation for the meaning of sarx in 
the passage is either that of the "human nature" of Christ, 
his body, or that of the earthly sphere in which he was a 
descendant of David; as noted previously, the meaning is 
more precisely defined in connection with pneuma hagiosunes. 
68BAG, p. 408. 
69,$chweizer, "Rom. l,Jf.," XV, 569. 
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Paul nowhere else uses hori z5, but he does employ 
cognate s. For instance, aphoriz~ occurs in verse 1, where 
Paul is "set apart" for the Gospel of God. In a similar 
use of aphori zo, Gal. 1:15, the action of the verb t akes 
place prior to Paul's birth. The basic idea in these 
verses is the separation for a particular purpose, that 
qf preaching the Gospel to the Gentiles (cf. Acts 13:2), 
just as the Old Testament prophet~ were chosen and called 
(Jer. 1:5; cf. Is. 49:1)~70 
Paul uses oroorizo more frequently (Rom. 8:29; 30; 
1 Car. 2 :7; Eph. 1:5,11). In all but one case, the 
theme is the predestining of the believers for sonship. 
1 Car. 2:7 speaks of the "wisdom of God, which God decreed 
before the ages." Christ is called the wisdom of God in 
1:24; however, here, in accord with the previous context 
of 2:7, it is more the total content of Paul's preaching, 
"Jesus Ch~ist and him crucified" (2:2), or, as Hering 
submits, "Christ's struggle with the opposing powers of 
the spiritual wo;ld. 1171 The sonhia is a predestined event 
70oepke, p. 32; Lietzmann, p. 23; H. Schmidt, p. 17. 
71Jean HerinJ?,; , The First Epistle of Saint Pan~ ~o 
the Corinthians, translated f rom t he 2nd French edition by 
A. W. Heathcote and P. J. Allcock (London: Epworth Press, 
1962), p. 18. 
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or activity which was not revealed until Jesus Christ's 
crucifixion and resurrection, by which the archontes ~ 
aionos toutou, the opposing powers, are brought to an end 
72 
or made powerless (katarge5, verse 6). Thus, of all 
the use of cognates of horizo, there are no helpful 
connections to Rom. 1:3, the only possible exception 
being the latter verse considered; even in 1 Cor. 2:7, 
the emphasis is on the speaking of wisdom (verse 6) 
rather than upon a Christological declaration. 
Elsewhere in the New Testament the word horizo 
occurs six times in Luke - Acts (Luke 22:22; Acts 2:23; 
10:42; 11:29; 17:26,31) and once in Heb. 4:7. According 
to Bauer, Arndt and Gingrich, horizo, with relation to 
persons, means to "appoint, designate, declare," [although 
all three examples cited are translated ·"appoint'~, while 
with the double accusative it means to "declare someone 
to be someth." (Rom. 1:4).73 In the passages mentioned 
above,God is the subject of horizo in every case except 
Acts 11:29, where the disciples at Antioch decided to 
send relief to the saints in Jerusalem. The objects of 
the verb .are Christological events (Luke 22:22; Acts 2:23), 
"alloted periods and the boundaries" (Acts 17:26), and 
72 Ibid., pp. 16-17. 
73BAG, p. 584. 
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the day of hearing the good news (Heb. 4:7). The only 
times horizo occurs in the New Testament with personal 
objects, Jesus as "judge of.. the living and the dead" 
(Acts 10:42) and Jesus as judge of the world on the "day" 
fixed (Acts 17:31) is the object in both cases; the 
resurrection of Jesus servek as "assurance.n74 R. Fuller 
proposes Acts 3:20 as a parallel usage, where the people 
are urged to repent 
••• that he may send th~ Christ appointed ( -rr.!° o I< EX£ 'r' ( tTfa £ VO V ) for you, Jesus, 
Cverse 21) whom neaven must receive until the time 
for establishing all that God spoke ·by the mouth 
of his holy prophets from of old. 
Significantly~ all the passages in Acts listed above 
except 11:29, are found in formal speeches or sermons; 
of these, 2:23 and 10:42 are most certainly an expression 
76 
of the early Church. 
It is also to be noted that both in Hellenism and 
in the LXX the primary meaning ·of horizo is "to establish 
· 77 the borders," for example, the land of Israel, or 
74rgnatius, Ephesians 3:2, cited by BAG, p. 584, 
Lietzmann, p. 24. 
75Fuller, p. 166. 
76schweizer, "Zu den _Redet:i," Xrr;, 21 4. 
77Num. 34:6; Joshua 13:27; 15:12; 18:20. 
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"to set times and seasons. 1178 Action is implie d with this 
verb, not a mere declaration that certain things are true. 
The fact that tou horisthentos is parallel to~ 
genomenou would also be a hint at the meaning. Ge n omenou 
is intended as the beginning of a phase of the Son's life, 
79 
as we have s e en. Thus as Leenhardt suggests, "we see 
in horisthentos the second phase .of the career of the Son, 
and not an allusion to the divine predestination of which 
He is said to be the ~bject (Vulg. praedestinatus)."SO 
Michel asserts that it is a step forward from genomenou 
a nd C3n only mean exaltation, the installation in Sonship. 81 
This l a tte r sta tement can only be fully a~preciated when the 
concept of huios t h eou is discussed. 
There ha ve been other suggestions for the meaning 
of horis t hentos, all of them dependent on t h e understanding 
of huiou theou. If pre-existence is understood, then 
78K. L. Schmi· dt, "hori·z-o, e 4 C "T1•T1\TT V 453 
" ., ~J J • 
79supra, p. 38• 
80 Leenhardt, p. 36. 
81Michel, p. 40 • . 
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"declared, 11 "manifested, 11 "proved to be, 11 82 11 shov:ed, 1183 is 
best. If an exalted kin~ly figure is understood, then 
"appointed," "installed," "established" or "constituted" 
is. best. 84 There is a certain amount of ambiguity in 
the above distinctions, for some scholars have maintained 
both preexistence and yet have held to the view that 
the Son is a ppointed or installed at the Resurrection. 
One way to do this is to employ the parallel of 
Phil. 2:6-11, in which Christ is exalted to Lord. The 
exaltation "consists in an appointment to a new dignity 
which results in the p;ranting of a new name. 1185 It is 
the establishing of Christ in a new function, without 
denying what He already is from eternity. 86 Kramer 
82\·Jilliam Sanday and Arthur C. Headlam, A Cri t ical 
and Exegetical Commentary on the E istle to the nomans 
New York: Charles Scribner's , pp. -8; 
Seeberg , pp. 61-63. 
S3H. A. W. Meyer, Kritisch exegetisches Handbuch Uber 
den Romerbrief (4th edition: GBttingen: Vandenhoeck und 
Ruprecht, 1865), p. 50. 
84Hunter, p. 26; Alexander Brown, 11 Declared or 
Constituted Son of God," The Expositorv Times, V (1893-
1894), 308-9; Barrett, p. 19; C.R. Do~d, The Epistle of 
Paul to the Romans (New York: Harper, 1932), p. 4; 
K. L. Schmidt, p. 454; Kramer, p. 109; Iv1.-E. Boismard, 
11Constitul fils de dieu (Rom., I,4)," Revue Bibliaue, 
LX (1953), 5-17. 
65Schweizer, Lordship, p. 63. 
86K. L. Schmidt, V, 484. 
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examines the same eviden·ce and concludes that Phil. 2: 6-11 
contains an adoption similar to Rom. 1-4. 87 A final view 
to be considered is that of R. Fuller's proposal tha t 
hori z5 means "predestined to be eschatological j udge at 
the parousia;" he attempts to demonstrate this meaning 
by the Acts passages previously studied and by eliminating 
d . 88 what he considers an exaltation phrase, en uname i . 
With these three possible views of horiz5, "declare," 
11install" and "predestine," there are also three, at the 
minimum, views of huios theou; hence, the meaning of 
horizo is much dependent on the context. It is also upon 
an understanding of the context that the time of the 
verb action can be determined, whether the action took 
place from eternity, at Jesus' incarnation, baptism, or 
re~urrection, or will take place at the end-time. 
Thus, tau horisthentos or its cognates _are n?t used 
by Paul in a Christological context except possibly one 
passage. The verb is used by the early Church for the 
appointment of Jesus to an office, indeed appointment of 
Jesus Christ to be the judge, at the end-time. The use 
in Rom. 1:4 indicates, by parallelism with verse 3, a new 
phase of sonship. More definite conclu_s~ons concerning its 
meaning cannot be stated until huios theou is investigated. 
87Kramer, 
88Fuller 
' ' 
p. ~23. 
PP• 166-67. 
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C. ,.. I"\ ~ 
uc ou oe.ou 
One of the most crucial phrases in the text under 
discussion is huiou theou. Werner Kramer, in his analysis 
of the pre-Pauline and Pauline uses of Christ, Lord, and 
Son of God, lists six occurrences of huios theou or an 
89 
equivalent found in pre-Pauline formulas cited by Paul. 
Otherwise, there are eleven passages with a Pauline formu-
90 lation containing Son of God. "In comparison with the 
passages in which the titles Christ Jesus or Lord occur, 
this is an infinitesimally small figure.n91 Twice Paul 
uses a form of huios theou almost identical to that in 
Rom. 1:4 (2 Cor. 1:19; Eph. 4:13), once an absolute form 
(ho huios - 1 Cor. 15:28), and the rest of the passages 
speak .of "His Son" (tou huiou autou). The variety of the 
contexts and the difference in words associated with huios 
is striking. In Rom. 1:3,9 the gospel of God is described 
as centered in "His Son." Other word associations are 
"the death of His Son" (Rom. 5:10), "the image of His Son" 
(8:29), "fe],.lowship of His Son" (1 Cor. 1:9), the subjection 
89Kramer, p. 183, fn. 672, cites Rom. 1:4; 8:3,32; 
Gal. 2:20; 4:4f.; 1 Thess. 1:10. 
90Rom. l:J,9; 5:10; 8:29; 1 Cor. 1:9; 15:2$; 2 Cor. 1:19; 
Gal. 1:16; 4:6; Eph. 4:13; Col. 1:13. ~ramer, p. 183, 
does not count the last two r eferences, since they occur in 
letters not "generally agre,d to be Pauline," p.13. 
91Kramer, p. 18). 
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of the Son (15:28), the preached Son of God(2 Cor. 1:19), 
the revealed Son (Gal. 1:16), the God-sent Spirit of His 
Son (4:6), "the knowledge of His Son (Eth. 4:13), and 
"the kinedom of his beloved Son" (Col. 1:13). Otto Kuss 
has discerned that the concepts "Father" and "Son" are not 
used absolutely and next · to one another (as Mark 13:32; 
Matt. 11:27; 28:19); rather Paul speaks .of "God and 
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ" (2 Cor. l:J). 92 It 
should also be noted that when Paul speaks of "His Son," 
"His" refers to God.93 To summarize Paul's general use 
of Son of God, 
he is simply referring in a general sense to him who 
brought salvation. Only in one respect does the term 
Son of God have distinctive significance in Paul's 
view,. for it expresses literally, in a way that the 
other christological titles cannot do, the ver y close 
relationship between the bearer of salvation and God 
himself.94 . . 
W. Kramer95 and E. Schweizer96 have done considerable 
study of pre-Pauline formulae, in particular of these 
. 92otto Kuss, Der R8m~rbrief ~bersetzt und erklirt 
(2nd unchanged edition; Regensburg: Friedricn~?uste~963), 
Erste Lieferung, p. 13. Gal. 4:6 contains both Father and 
Son references, but the context pictures the "sons"acclaim-
ing the "Father" and is not an absolute use of the two 
titles together. 
93 o Kramer, p. lo). 
94Ibid., . p. 189. 
95Ibid., pp. 112-15. 
96schweizer, "huios," VIII,376-78; Eduard Schweizer, 
"Zurn religionsgeschichtlichen Hintergrund der 1 Sendungsformel 1 
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instances, the "sending" formulae. Accordinp.; to Schweizer, 
there are four characteristics in these formulae: (1) God 
is always the subje~t, never the . Father; (2) the meaning 
of salvation is always expressed in a hina-clause; (3) prob-
ably the formula speaks concerning "his," not 11the 11 Son; 
(4) the word for 11 sending11 alternates between (g)apostello, 
oemno, and . didomi. 97 The formula is plainly present in 
Gal. 4:4f.; the rest of the formulae are less in conformity 
with this pattern. Kramer suggests that Rom. 8:3 is 
nsimply a fragment of the original pemoein formula. 1198 
Another pattern discerned by this scholar is the~-
didonai formula, · the 11giving up11 of the Son (Gal~ 2:20; 
R · ) 99 om. 8:32 • He thi·nks that the tit!e Son in 1 Thess. 1: 9b-10 
11 came to be associated with it (the parousia) as a result 
of processes of combination or merging ~hich can no longer 
be demonstrated in detail, 11100 particularly since the 
101 parousia is not usually associated with the Son of God. 
Gal. 4 4 f., Ro. 8,3 f ., John 3:l6f., I Joh. 4:9, 11 Zeits-
chrift'fuer die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft, LV.1I 
(March-April, 1966), 199-210~ 
97schweizer, 
98Kramer, p. 
99Ibid., pp. 
"hui'oq," v-.1II 376 ~ ' . 
115. 
115-18. 
100Ibid., p. 126. 
lOlibid., pp. 123-26. 
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While F. Hahn treats the passage as a picture of the Son 
f G d h d . 102 R o o at teen -time parousia, t. Fuller notes the 
"tendency in some places to substitute 'Son' for Son of man • 
This is evident at Mark 13:32, and more noticeably in 
part of the tradition underlying the fourth gospel;" 
thus, 1 Thess. 1:10 is a terminological shift.lOJ The 
question as to whether preexistence is implied within 
the above formulae will be discussed in following chapters.l04 
The examination of Paul has produced no useful 
parallels for "Son of God" in Rom. 1:4. Some scholars 
have suggested a source for the Son of God Christology 
105 
in Jesus' use of Abba. While Jesus scarcely used the 
expression Son of God, nevertheless, argue Schweizer and 
Higgins, by using Abba he stands in a particular relation 
1 1 1 d f . d 106 h to the Father, a re ation not more c ose y e ine ; e 
102Hahn, pp. 289-90, 292. 
103Fuller, p. 165; John J:35f.; 5:19-23,25f. mentioned 
on Fuller, p. 179, fn. 79; Schweizer, "huios," VIII, 372. 
l04Infra, p~ 107, 127-29. 
105schweizer, "huios," VII~ 367; he cites, among : 
others, Joachim Jeremias, 11Vatername Gottes," RG<13 (Die 
Reli.gion in Geschichte und Gep;enwart ( Dri tte Aufl.; 
TUbingen: J .. C. B.Mohr (Paul Siebeck), c.1962D, VI, 1234f. 
l06Schweizer, "huios," VIII,367. 
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has a'~nique filial consciousness. 0107 Thus, one may 
argue for the origin of Son of God Christology from Jesusr 
use of Abba; on the other hand, there is no necessary 
connection between the two concepts. They do appear in 
the same context in Matt. 11 : 27, Luke 10:22, parallels 
(if pater equals Abba108), and Mark 13:32. C. E. B. 
Cranfield argues the strong likelihood that Iviark 13: 3 2 
is an authentic Jesus logion, sine~ "An assertion of 
Jesus 1 ignorance is unlikely to have been created by 
the Church. 0109 Schweizer however connects these passages 
with Son of Man (Son is a shortening of the title), and 
thus finds it improbable that Jesus used. ho huios in . the 
absolute form. llO At the least it may be stated that 
111 
Jesus' use of Son, since it is so limited, did not 
107 A. J. B. Higgins, Jesus and the Son of Man 
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, c.1964), p. 152. 
108Gerhard Kittel, "abba," TDNT, I, 6. 
109c. E. B. Cranfield, The Gospel According to Saint 
Mark (Supplemented edition; Cambridge: Camoriage University 
Press, 1903), p. 410. 
llOschweizer, "huios," VIII,367, 373-74. 
lllrt is clear only in Mark 14:62, although here the 
answer of Jesus is in regard to the Messianic Son of God, 
not the ontological Son pf God. Parallels in Matt. 26:64 
and Luke 22:70 either say that 11You have said it 11 (~ eipas) 
or tells the group that they would not· believe it even if 
he would tell them, in effect not answering the question. 
8¢ 13 pc geo arm Origen attest su eipas hoti ego eimi. 
Cranfield, p. 444, notes that if this reading is accepted, 
the answer, though it is affirmed, is 11more guarded: 'it 
~egisters a difference of interpretation ••• as if to 
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influence the much greater usage of the title in the early 
Church as much as his teachings and life influenced the 
112 
~arly Church's use. 
Another possible source for the pre-Pauline use of 
Son of God is the account of the baptism of Jesus (Mark 1:11, 
parallels), where the voice from heaven said, "~ ei ho 
h · h - · d k·- ull3 The openi·nu uios ~ ~ agapetos, filL §.2d.. eu o esa. o 
of heaven, the coming of the Spirit, and the sound of the 
voice from heaven are eschatological events, so that the 
huios is more the king of .the end-time than the pais of 
Isaiah 42 and 44. 114 Another view, not too dissimilar, 
is that Exodus typology is present; Jesus represents the 
indicate that the Speaker has His own ideas about Messi ahship' 
(Taylor) • " In :fviark the only beings who 9all Jesus "Son of . 
God" are the devils (3:11; 5:7), and the centurion (15:39), 
but the disciples do not say this; Peter does confess 
that Jesus is the Christ (8:29). 
112cr. , Schweizer, "huios, 1t VIII, 367; Higgins, pp. 17-18. 
llJThe citation appears to be, in the first line, 
from Ps. 2:7 wi th a different word order; Is. 42:1 has 
pais mou, and ho eklektos rf!Q£, prosedexato auton he 
~-e-- mou. Is. 44:2 has pais, ho agapemenos. Jer. 31:20 
(LX~: 38:20) has huios agapetosEphraim emof," paidion 
entruphon ••• Schweizer, "huios," V1.II, 369, notes the 
use of a Targum to Ps. 2:7 (agapetos), but also says to 
cf. TgJ s (J erusa lem?J 42 : 1. 
114Schweizer, ~'huios 2 " VIII, 369, gives much evidence 
for these from the LXX ; he -says the nearest parallels are 
Test. Levi 18:6f.; Jud. 24 : 2. 
I 
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people of God as he is baptized.115 The kingly Messianic 
view is supported by the fact tha t eudokein ~ is not in 
the passage ordinarily associated with Jesus' baptism, 
namely, Is. 42:1, but the phrase is in the song of David 
116 (2 Kings 22:20 LXX). The opening words of the vhone, 
which are a nearly exact quote of ?s. 2:7, require further 
study in connection with other Old Testament references. 
In the Transfi~uration account of Mark 9:2-8, a voice 
out of the cloud said, houtos estin ho huios !!lQ.!d. ho 
aga oetos, akouete autou. Schweizer notes the apocalyptic 
imagery in the story and "conjectures" that the picture 
of the king of the end-time is at the root of this usage 
of Son. 117 Hahn however says the Transfiguration account 
may have very old origins but has been altered by the 
118 
Hellenistic Son of God picture. Fuller sees a combina-
tion of Ps. 2:7; Is. 42:1; and Deut. 18:15 at the base; 
119 
thus the eschatological prophet is the basic Christology. 
Though there may be elements of other images, the kingly 
Messiah-Son seems to fit th~ total picture best. 
ll5Andre Feuillet, 111e · Bapteme de Jesus d'apres 
l'evangile selon saint Marc . (1,9-11)," The Catholic Bible 
Quarterly, XXI ( 1959), 468-90, cited by Schweizer, "nu1.os," 369., 
ll6Schweizer, 11huios," VIII, 370. 
117Ibid., VIII, 371; cf. Bultmann, I, 50. 
113Hahn, pp. 334-40 in an excursus; a summary, p. 319. 
119Fuller, pp. 171-72. 
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These are the more imnortant occurrences of hui os 
in the Gospels for understanding the meanin~ of the 
120 pr.e-Pauline formula. The discussion shifts to the most 
significant parallel to Rom. 1:4, the exact quote of Ps. 2:7 
(LXX) in Acts 13:33. In this passage, the Sonship of 
Jesus be ~ins with his resurrection, identified as the 
s emeron of Ps. 2:7. Since this use of the Psalm involved 
the application of a particular proof passage, it "perhaps" 
is pre-Lukan. 121 
The frequency with which the Old Testament occurs in 
relation to the huios passages is striking ; therefore, an 
. investigation of the use of huios in the Old Testa~ent and 
Judaism may shed light on Rom. 1:),4. Although huios was 
applied in several ways, only those meanings which are 
possibly relevant to the Romans passage will be studied. 
120Schweizer, 11huios, 11 VIII, 3 78"::-79, · points to more 
passages of pre-Pauline nature, e. g . Luke 1:32 & 35; 
Mark 5:7; 1:24; Matt. 4:J, which is either from Mark 1:11 
or t:ie Hellenistic t he i os aner; Matt. 27:43 is the suffering 
righteous man f rom Wisdom 2:18; Ps. 22:9. 
121Schweizer, "huios, 11 VIII, 368. In favor of its early 
date, U. Wilckens, Die Missionsreden der AR (1961), 177f.; 
against the early date, Schweizer notes M. Rese, At .liche 
Motive in der Christologie des Lk (Diss Bonn [1965J), lJlf. 
as saying it may b~ typically Luke style. Schweizer , 
11Zu den Reden," XIII, 7, states that early tradition may 
perhaps be in the choice of Scripture passages, in the 
scheme of Scripture proofs; . in the Christological kerygma, 
it is particularly found; otherwise, Luke's editorial and 
composing work predominates • . 
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The kin ~ is called Son of God thre e t i me s i n the Old 
Testament (2 Sam. 7:14; Ps. 2:7; $9:27f.). 122 In a l l of 
these references there is no hint of any physical divine 
sonship as in the Oriental sacral kingships.123 
2 Sa m. 7:12-16 emphasizes the divine lee itimati on 
of the Davidic dynasty and guarantees its lasting existence. 124 
For this purpose, verse 14 is appropriate: 11 I will be 
·his Father, and he shall be my son." Note that this verse 
refers to the descent of David. 
Ps. 89:4-5, 20-38 is a poetic paraphrase of the divine 
legitimation of the Davidic dynasty in 2 Samuel 7. 
Verses 27-28 are especially significant for the descendants, 
D . - 125 b for avid the prototokon is the eginning of a line 
that lasts forever (verses 28,j5). However, the psalm 
does not refer to a physical divine sonship; rather, the 
context is concerned with David, the (human) servant 
(verse 21), the reiteration of the legitimation of 2 Samuel 7, 
and the request for help for the legitimate king. 126 
122cf. the ruined text of Ps. 110:3. Schweizer, "huios," 
VIII, 349. Cf. Samuel Terrien, The Psalms and Their MeaninE 
for Todav (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill Company, Inc., 
c.1952), pp. 82-83. 
123schweizer, "huios," VIII, 349. 
124Ibid., VIII, 350. 
125cf. Col. 1:15 prototokos pases ktiseos; 1:18 
prototokos ek ton nekron. 
126schweizer, "huios," VIII, 350-51. 
66 
. Some of the elements from the crowning ritual are 
present in Ps. 2:7: the giving of the king's first request 
(verse 8) and the legitimation of the new king as Yahweh's 
son. Although generally scholars view Ps. 2:7 as the 
adoption of the king by Yahweh, yet the key passage of 
2 Sam. 7:14 portrays the adoption not of any child but 
the one legitimately next in line fro~ the king. The child 
is adopted in the same sense as the slave woman's child 
is recognized as substituting for the married wife's 
127 
childlessness. According to ~uller, this. type of 
"royal mythology" is the Assyrian rather than the Egyptian 
form; the Assyrian form did not mean the king was a 
ch vine be~·ng a s was the case Y:1ith the Egyptian form but 
rather meant the adoption as the son of God. Thus, the 
form "was more easily assimilated ·to the· emphasis on the 
covenantal election of the king as the representative of 
Yahweh's kingly rule on earth. . . . 11128 
Much more frequently in the Old Testament, huios refers 
· to Yahweh's people, Israel or the Israelites. While the 
127Ibid., VIII,351. 
128Fuller, p. 31; cf. Klaus Wegenast, Da s Verstandnis 
der Traditi on bei Paulus und in den Deuteropaulinen 
(Neukirchen Kreis Moers: Neukirchener Verlag, 1962), 
p. 73, who says that Son of God was not used as a title 
but as a poetic address (metaphor) • . 
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king had the Davidic Covenant with God,the people had the 
Sinaitic covenant with God stemming from the events of the 
Exodus and Sinai. There is a close relationship between 
the two covenants; indeed the people's sonship formed the 
f h D ' d ' h' 129 · pattern or t e avi ic sons ip. 
There is no conclusive proof that the title Son of 
God was used of the Messiah in late Judaism of pre-Christian 
times •130 There are sev·eral passages which speak of the 
Son of God, but they are held to be doubtful textually 
or not Messianic.131 Reginald Fuller and others see in 
the Qumran texts evidence that '"son of God' was indeed 
used as a Messianic title in pre-Christian Judaism," 
particularly on the basis of 4Q Flor. I. 10-14 employing 
a shortened form of 2 Sam. 7:lOb-14;132 it shows that Ps. 2:7 
was not the only Old Testament passage used in connection 
with the kingly Messianic hope in Judaism.133 However, 
129schweizer, "huios," VIII, 352-53. 
130schweizer , "huios," VIII, 361; Fuller, p. 32, 
disagrees and says the title "was just coming into use," 
and cites Evald Lovestam, Son and Savior (Lund: C. Gleerup, 
1961), p. 12. 
13lschweizer "huios "VII I 361-62. He discusses 
, ' , s . dd. . in detail Eth. En. 105 .:2 where "my on" is an a 1.tion; 
4 Ezr. 7: 28; 13;32, 37,52; 14:9 has La~in filius meus, 
but undoubtedly there is an underlying pais (Heb • .. ":f:l':t) 
instead of huio s. * 1 
132Fuller, p. 32; Hahn, p. 2$5. 
l33Hahn, pp. 285-86. 
68 
Schweizer, after a detailed study of the text and some 
others of Qumran, concludes that the title Son of God 
is not in any of the manuscripts once and cannot be 
convincini ly conjectured in breaks of the texts. How-
ever, Psalm 2 and 2 Samuel 7 were used in midrash, but 
the interpreta tions never use the title Son of God. Thus, 
there is no kno"W?l use of Son of God outside of Old Testa-
ment quotations. 134 
In rabbinic Judaism t~e early usage of Son of God 
is only in connection with Ps. 2:7 and Messianic contexts, 
and outside of those texts the title is never found. 
There are also a series of polemical expressions of the 
rabbis, in which the assertion of the oneness of God is 
joined to the rejection of the idea that God could have 
a Son--clearly in opposition to the Christian usage of 
the title.135 The expressions with Psalm 2, in some cases, 
may be dated at least as early as the second century A.D. 
136 
and still express some form of polemic. 
Thus, Son of God is not employed in late Judaism in 
any technical sense such as Rom~ 1:4 seems to suggest, 
although use is made of certain Old Testament passages 
134schweizer, "huios, n VIII, 362-63. 
135Ibid., VIII, 363; ~, III, 20. 
I 
136Hahn , ! 
I 
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su~gestin~ a kingly Son of God. The best clue to rtom. 1:4 
appears to be the early Church's expressions, especially 
Acts lJ:33 and its use of Ps. 2:7; Acts 13:33 pictures the 
sonship of Jesus as beginning with the r~surrection and 
fulfilling the Davidic role of kingship. The Baptism · 
and Transfiguration accounts support this interpretation 
of Son of God by set ting huios into a context of powerful 
escha tolog ical ima~ery. Abba as used by Jesus would seem 
not to be the primary source of the title; rather, Son 
of God has its r oots in the Old Testament and Judaism. 
The huios in Rom. l:Ja is like many of the other occur-
rences in Paul; it has no particular image or context to 
which it is appropriate. However., it does indicate. "the 
very close relationship between the bearer of salvation 
and God himselr. 11137 The full dimension ·or the theology 
of huios theou in Rom. 1: 3-4 will be explored in the 
succeeding chapter. 
~ 
Juv~e.<. eV 
The origin of this phrase is one of the most disputed 
points in Rom. 1:1-7 (check Appendix B). P. Stuhlmacher 
typifies the difficulty when he states that he is undecided 
137Kramer, p. 189. 
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concerning the whole matter, although he adds that .fill dunamei 
would fit Paul's astheneia-dunamis contrast(2 Cor. 13:4).138 
Thus, it is necessary to study carefully Paul's usage of 
dunamis. 
Bauer, Arndt and Gingrich note several possible 
meanings for dunamis: (1) "power, might, stren~th, force;n 
for the phrase, .fill dunamei, "with power, powerful ( ly) ,·" 
Mark 9:1; Rom. 1:4; Col. 1:29; 2 Thess. 1:11; (2) "the 
outward expressions of pow~r: deed of power, miracle, 
' 
wonder."139 
Paul uses dunamis forty-five times, eight in the 
' letter to the Romans. He u~es it in the sense of the power 
of God (1:16,20; 9:17), of the Spirit's power (15:13,19), 
the powers (8:38), · the power of signs (15:19), and in our 
passage (1:4) preceded by horisthentos huiou theou and 
followed by kata pneumq hagiosunes. Syntactically, there 
are no other phrases or words dependent upon it; rather, 
~ dunamei apparently stands as the first of three 
modifying phrases of the participle and object of the verse. 
In the other writings of Paul dunamis occurs in several 
variations and shades of meaning: the power of God, twelve 
l3$Peter Stuhlmacher, "Theologische Probleme des Romer-
briefprgskripts," Evangelische Theologie, XXVII (July 1967), 
382. 
l39BAG, pp. 206-7. 
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times; l40 the power of Christ, three time·s; l4l miracles, 
six times, 142 the power of Satan (2 Thess. 2:9). En dunamei 
does not precede a genitive form four times. 143 Since 
~ anastaseos nekr5n is in Rom. 1:4, it is important that 
1 Cor. 6:14 links power (of God) with both Jesus' 
resurrection and the future resurrection of the Corinthians. 
As Grundmann says, "There is the closest possible connexion 
between the power which is given to Christ and the power 
of Goct.nl44 
Interesting is the occasional contrast of logos and 
dunamis, especially 1 Car. 4:19-20. 145 1 Thess. 1:5 
indicates that Paul and his company were not among the 
Thessalonians en lo~o monon, alla kai en dunamei kai en 
pneumati hagio kai plerophoria polle. While Paul employed 
l401 Car. 1:18; 2:4,5; 6:14; 2 Car. 4:7; 6:7; 13:4 
(2); 2 Thess. 1:7; Eph. 1:19; 3:7,20. 
1411 Cor. 1:24; 5:4; 2 Car. 12:9. 
1421 Cor. 12:10,28,29: 2 Car. 12:12; Gal. 3:5; · 
2 Thess. 2:9. 
143Rom. l:l~; Col. 1:29; 1 Thess. 1:5; 2 Thess. 1:11. 
Cf. 2 Thess. 1:7 met' aggelon dunameos autou and 2:9 ~ 
pase dunamei. En dunamei with the genitive occu~s five 
times in Rom. 15:13,19 (2); 1 Car. 2:5; 2 Car. l:o. 
144walter Grundmann, "dunam~i, etc.," TDNT, II, 306. 
145Also, 1 Car. 1:18; 2:4-5; 2 Car. 6:7; 1 Thess. 1:5. 
Sometimes logos and dunamis are not contrasted but correlate, 
1 Cor. 1:18; 2 Car. 6:7. 
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a form of verbal argument, the more important factor was 
the power accompanying his mesaage, the divine r eality of 
the Holy Spirit, which is in 1:5 parallel to dunamis. 
1 Cor. 4:19-20 indicates a concern by Paul for the dunamis, 
not the logos, of the arrogant opponents in the Corinthian 
congregation. Was their dunamis the Holy Spirit · or 
possibly Satan (2 Thess. 2:9)? Logos was used by many 
preachers of Paul's day. The kingdom of God, which was 
Paul's concern here, does not consist of logos but dunamis. 
This argument does not disapprove of logos, for Paul uses 
the ho logos ••• !&.!:! staurou (1 Cor. 1:18), but the 
distinctive sien of the Kingdom is the dunamis of the Holy 
' 
Spirit (Rom. 15:13,19). Mark 9:1 is a parallel to 1 Cor. 4:20, 
for Jesus tells the group b~fore him, "Truly, I say to you, 
I 
there are some standing here who will not taste death 
before they see the kingdom of God come with power." Since 
the preceding verse (8:38) talks of the coming of the Son 
of man "in the glory of his Father with the holy angels," 
and the succeeding section is the account of the Transfigur-
ation (Mark 9:2-8), it would seem that the connecting theme 
is that of the glory to come, and the phrase en dunamei 
heightens the meaning. 146 The passages might indicate that 
146 Cranfield, p. 285, calls this "an independent saying," 
and the phrase "kai ele~en autois" an ''editorial connecting-
link." Pp. 285-88 are discussions of various interpretations; 
his final conclusion is that it is'~ ·reference to the 
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Rom. 1:4 means the power of the Holy Spirit. Often cited 
in connection with Rom. 1:4 are those passages where the 
weakness of man and the power of God are contrasted. In 
discussinR the nature of the resurrection body of believers, 
Paul says, "fil?eiretai en astheneia, egeiretai m dunamei" 
(1 Cor. 15:43). Here dunamis is parallel to aphtharsia, doxe, 
and soma pneumatikon. In connection with Paul's thorn in the 
flesh, the Lord told Paul, "My grace is sufficient in you, for 
my power is made perfect in weakness 11 (he gar dunamis en 
astheneia teleitai, 2 Cor. 12:9). The most crucial passage 
in this connection is 2 Cor. 13:4. In reference to Christ, 
the verse reads, "for he was crucified in weakness, but 
lives by the power of God 11 (kai gar estaurothe ex antheneias, 
alla ze ek dunameos ·theou). On the basis of this contrast, 
. . 
some scholars see a weakness-power antithesis, humiliation-
exaltation contrast, in Rom. 1:4.147 
Those passages that use en dunamei without a qualifying 
genitive present another possible frame of meaning for 
Rom. 1:4. The key verse; which has been discussed, is 
~ Cor. 4:20: "For the kine.;dom of God does not consist in 
talk but in power (.fill dunamei)." Although the figure in 
TransfiP.;uration," a "foretaste of the Resurrection," "a 
foretaste of the Parousia." 
l471eenhardt, p. 37. 
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2 Thess. 2:9 is called ho anomos, the verse portrays his 
corning kat eneri:i.;eian tou satana ~ pase dunamei kai serneiois 
kai terasin pseudos, and thereby indicates Satan as the 
reality behind dunamis. The final two verses for consider-
ation, Col. 1:29 and 2 Thess. 1:11, pray that God might work 
"mightily" or "powerfully" (en dunamei) in the believers 
in order to do "every good resolve and work of faith." Thus 
en dunamei without a qualifying genitive does not present 
a single constant meaning. 
The actual sense of the phrase~ dunarnei cannot be 
determined independent of its context; at this point, it 
may be stated that the .Phrase has definite Pauline usage 
d 1 Ch . 1 . 1 . 148 A d an occurs in severa r1sto ogica sayings. eeper 
study into the various shades of meaning that scholars 
have seen leads into the theology of the whole verse and 
will be reserved for the succeeding chapters. 
Although the phrase is apparently common in Paul's 
writings, the possibility still exists that it may be 
pre-Pauline in origin. However, this is not demonstrable 
by the criteria establishe~. The one passage that may be 
parallel to Rom. l:4 ·and also be pre-Pauline according to 
148cr. 1 Cor. 1:24; 5:4; 2 Cor. 12:9; 13:4 again. 5:4 
has sun te dunamei tou kuriou hemon Iesou. 
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· 149 
Schweizer is Acts 10:38. In the context of Christological 
kerygma, it states, nhow God anointed(echrisen) Jesus of Naz-
areth with the Holy Spirit and with powern (pneumati hagi5 
kai dunamei). The anointing takes place after the baptism 
of John, but is mentioned prior to Jesus' earthly ministry 
of ndoing good and healing" (eueri:;eton kai iomenosl. If 
this passage is pre-Pauline, then Acts 10:38 is an early 
assertion by the Church that the installation. to sonship 
d h • f J Tb • 150 0 h • • came aroun t e time o esus aptism. t erwise in 
the Synoptic Gospels, the dunameis or miracles are stressed 
more than in Paul. 151 But Schweizer ·notes the difference 
between the functions of dunamis and pneuma in Lukan theology, 
as he says: 
Although the miracles are of the greatest importance 
for Luke, they are never once ascribed to the Spirit. 
What brings salvation is the name of Jesus, faith in 
Jesus, Jesus himself, prayer, physical contact with 
the disciples, a shadow or a handkerchief--in other 
words, the power (dunamis) of Jesus. And although 
Luke is able to use power (dunamis) and Spirit ••• 
almost synonymously, in this case the distinction is 
clear ~ ••• However, the chief thing for which the 152 
Spirit is responsible is the preaching of the disciples. 
l49Schweizer, "Zu den Reden," XIII, 4, 7; Schweizer, 
Erniedrigung, p. 105. 
l50Hunter, p. 25; Barrett, p. 19. 
151
raul uses dunamis·6 of 45 times in the sense of 
"miraclesn; Matthew has 9 of 13 times, Mark 3 of 10 times, 
Luke-Acts 6 of 25 times. 
1 52Schweizer and others, "Spirit of God," III, 42-43. 
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Thus, the miracles result from dunamis of Jesus, while preach-
ing comes from the pneuma. In Acts 10:38 God anoints Jesus 
with dunamis, which was used in his earthly ministry, not 
just after the Resurrection. If this is the background for 
Rom. 1:4 then, Jill dunamei would fit in with the above concepts, 
and support putting the whole verse as significant for Jesus' 
earthly ministry. 
A linguistic question that needs consideration before 
deciding on the meaning of fill dunarnei is whether en is in-
strumental or a dat.ive of manner. Bauer, Arndt and Gingrich 
opt for the latter in .this verse. 153 However, some exegetes 
apparently have conceived of an instrumental usage. 154 
T. Fahy translates it "by his miraculous power" and states 
that gn with the dative to express means or manner is quite 
regular, especially after verbs of showing such as deloo, 
to which class horizo belongs here. He also argues that 
the prepositional phrase~ dunamei, if associated with 
h h G k . d. 155 F h ' uios theou, is contrary tote ree 1 10m. a y s 
argument assumes that~ anastaseos nekron is the miracle 
153BAG, p. 260. 
1541eopold Sabourin, The Names and Titles of Jesus: 
Themes o·f Biblical Theolo~y, translated by Maurice Carroll 
(New York: ~~cmillan Company, 1967), p. 250, translates it 
"by an act of power." 
l55Thomas Fapy, "Exegesis of Romans 8:29; 1:4," The 
Irish Theological Quarterly, XXIII (1956), 412. 
I 
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by which Jesus was shown to be Son of God, and that the 
phrase concerning resurrection is syntactically linked 
with en dunamei. The argument also assumes that horis-
thento s means "to show" or something similar is one of several _4 __ _ 
.bl · 156 H" 1 · possi e meanings. is trans ation seems to be a para-
phrase for "miracle", but it has been noted that this 
meaning occurs in the plural (exception: Mark 6:5); thus 
such an interpretation would be contrary to normal usage. 
In summary, on linguistic grounds it is difficult 
to determine whether the phrase en dunamei is Pauline or 
pre-Pauline, although it does not appear to be contrary 
to his usage. As Hahn states, the difference, if it exists, 
t b h d . ·t · f . t t 157 mus e soug t accor ing to cri eria o con en. 
There are a multitude of interpretations for this 
particular phrase, most of them based upon the idea of an 
-
. I individual pneuma rather tha~ pneuma understood as a realm 
.or sphere of activity. 158 J. A. Selbie says it is the 
"divine side of Christ"; 159 W. Charlesworth views the phrase 
l56supra, p. 56. 
157Hahn, p. 254. 
158Kuss, pp. 6-7, lists several interpretations. 
l59J. A. Selbie, "Romans I:4," The Expositorv times, 
V (1893-1894), 186. 
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as meaning not the Holy Spirit, but the spirit of Christ;l60 
finally, A. Huddle interprets it as the Holy Spirit, for 
"there was a displacement of· Christ 1 s human spirit by the 
Holy Spirit. 11161 
Pneuma hagi5sunis is used nowhere else in Paul or in 
the whole New Testament. Pneuma occurs quite frequently in 
four epistles, namely, Romans, the first and second epistles 
to the Corinthians, Galatians, and elsewhere in Paul is used 
twenty-nine times. Hagiosunes, on the other hand, occurs but 
two other times, 2 Cor. 7:1 and 1 Thess. 3:13, both referring 
to holiness as a goal of believers. 
Eduard Schweizer presents a good overview of Paul's use 
of pneuma when he states that 
the Spirit (pneuma) is the ascended Christ, and that 
turning unto him is union with the realm of the Spirit • 
• • • But Paul was also influenced by early Christian 
eschatolo~y •••• For this, the important passage is 
1 Cor. xv, where Paul's thought starts from the fact of 
the Resurrection •••• The decisive event {of the 
Resurrection) thus had two moment: the raising up of 
Jesus, and the Parousia with the raising up of the 
faithful. Consequently the Spirit is to be under-
stood, as in the et2ly Church, as a sign of that which is still to come.I 
160w. Charlesworth, "The ·spirit of Holiness, Romans I:4," 
The Expository Times, V (1893-1894), 115. 
161Alfred Huddle, "Romans I:4," The Expository Times, 
V (1893-1894), 116. 
16
~Schweizer, and .others, "Spirit of God," III, 60-61,64. 
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CHis viewJ was also moulded by another factor: th~ event 
which, for Paul, was the ultimate scandal ••• the cross. 
The cross is recoenized as the crisis, now past, which 
separates the new creation from the old. Paul is a 
Hellenist in so far as he understands the Spirit as the 
power which releases men from "this age" (I Cor. ii:6) 
and places them in the next.16) 
In so far as Paul wants to emphasize the Spirit is 
entirely a gift of God, and not a potential of man 
himself, he conceives of it as power; but in so far as 
he wants to emphasize that it is the kind of power 
which summons to faith and not a substance which 
automatically makes a man divine, he conceives of the 
Spirit as the norm according to which the believer is 
called upon to live. This du~lity comes out most 
sharply in Gal. v. 25 •••• Thus life in the Spirit 
has two sides. One, the ne~ative side, is renouncing 
"the flesh," sarx; the other, the positive side16:j..s laying oneself open to God and one's neighbour. 4 
In Ga. v. 17, man is apparent~y regarded as the neutral 
battlefield between fl~sh and Spirit •••. Therefore 
it is no accident that ' in Rom. viii:lJ "by the Spirit," 
pneumati, which indicates the motive power of this new 
life, is contrasted with "according to the flesh," 
kata sarka, which expresses the standard •••• Living 
"according to the Spirit," and being released from the 
flesh, means therefore : just this: living in God's saving 
"sphere of action.nl65 
For that reason also, Paul can occasionally use God, 
Lord, and Spirit interchangeably, simply because their 
encounter with the believer always takes one and the 
same form •••• The clearest instance of this is 
I Cor. xii. 4-6 •••• 166 . 
163Ibid.,III, 67-6$. 
l64rbid., rrr, . 72. 
165Ibid., III, 75-76. 
166Ibid., III, $). 
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Since there is not this same duality of ~-pneuma 
in Rom. 1:3-4, the su~gestion is near at hand that there is 
pre-Pauline tradition here. 
The syntactical relationship of a noun followed by a 
noun denoting quality (termed "genitive of quality" by 
Schmidt167 ) in the Hebrew languaee is the way to express an 
attribute of the first noun, especially with vJ ·: J ·p , 
"holiness.n168 Thus, Fuller is justified in statin~, ''Pneuma 
hagiosunes is a nrima f a cie Semitism (0J1p;-f T[:11). 11169 
Hagiosunes, "not found in pre-biblical Greek," occurs in 
the Septuagint only in Ps. 29:5; 95:6; .96:12; ·144:5; 
2 Mace. 3:12~ 170 the last . passage referring it to the temple, 
the rest denoting · God. \il :;rp> TJ T[,l'i occurs twice in 
Is. 63:lOf. and once in Ps. 51:11 (50:13 LXX), translated 
by~ pneuma to hagion. 
"The pneuma ha~iosunes is not a strpnger form of 
pneuma hagion, but an exa ct renderin~ of the Hebrew 
••• which signifies the cre~tive principle of ~ife" 
enabling people to be part of the kaine ktisis, and 
therefore "hagi5sune is here identical with deity. 11171 
167Schmidt, p. 18; cf. Bl-D, paragraph 165. 
168Gesenius' Hebrew Grammar, edited and enlarged by 
E. Kautzsch, the second English edition by A. E. Cowley 
(London: Oxford University Press, 1910), p. 417, paragraph p. 
169 · · -Fuller, p. 180, fn. 84. However, he qualifies his 
statements by ruling out a Jewish origin. 
l70Procksch and Kuhn, I, 114. 
171Ibid., I, 114-15. 
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There is one other occurrence of pneuma hagiosunes in 
Testament of Levi 18:11. The saints of the end-time paradise 
are said to have the "spirit of holiness" on them. Fuller 
utilizes this verse to say that "a Hellenistic Jewish origin 
is not ruled out, whereas a Semitic origin is ruled out by 
the antithesis sarx/pneuma, implying a cosmological rather 
than an eschatological dualism. 11172 This particular view 
will be evaluated in the next chapter. At any rate, the 
phrase in question has a Judaic background of some kind. 
Is this instead an individual~ and pneuma in Rom. 1:4? 
E. Schweizer sets forth two reasons why such an interpre-
tation is not the best one and the contrast of spheres is a 
better one: (1) ~ and pneuma are thought of not as 
occurring at the same time, but with pneuma temporally 
following after~; (2) most decisive ·of all, 1 Tim. ' 3:16 
argues for an understanding of pneuma as heavenly sphere, 
since three times an event in the earthly sphere has been 
put together in chiastic arrangement with an event in the 
heavenly sphere; this view rules out pneuma hagiosunes as 
simply the Holy Spirit, but does not rule out in the sphere 
of the "heiligen Gottesgeistes. 11173 
,172 
Fuller, p. 180, fn. 84. 
l73schweizer, 11R8m. 1,3£," XIII, 569-70. 
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A parallel set of concepts, probably later in date 
but still related in some sense, are those found in the 
Gospel of John. Two worlds or spheres are, according to 
Schweizer, also found in these sources; in fact,~ and 
pneuma are in contrast (3:6; 6:6J). As alternate concepts 
for~ appear kato, kosmos, diabolos; for pneuma, on the 
other hand, there is ano, theos. 174 In these writings, 
however, there is opposition between the two worlds, not 
merely a contrast by degree • 
. Thus the phrase kata pneuma hagiosunes is translated 
not as "according to the Holy Spirit" but "in the sphere 
of the Holy Spirit"l75 or "in the sphere of the heiligen 
' 
Gottesgeistes."176 Schweizer also renders the phrase 
"in the sphere of the Spirit." or the realm of divine or 
177 I 
"celestial substance." H'e interprets ·~ and nneuma as 
h 1 . d · 1. t l 78 b ~ t e contrast of corporea ity an incorporea i y, Uv 
Hahn asserts that Schweizer's evidence is not strong and is 
contradicted by the Jewish and Christian view of bodily 
174Ibid., VIII, 569. Other ·verses illustrating this 
are 1:13; 3:3; 8:23;42-47; 15:19; 17:14,16. 
l75Barrett, p. 18. 
176schweizer 
' , 
l77Schweizer , 
178Schweizer , 
"R3m • . 1,Jf.," XIII, 569. 
,il al, "Spirit of God," III, 57. 
"R" om. l,Jf.," XIII, 568-69. 
resurrection.179 The contrast is between .the realm charac-
terized by weakness, transitoriness, and sinfulness and the 
realm of divine power, life, and salvation.180 Applied to 
Rom. 1:4, this means that at some, as yet undefined, point 
in time, Jesus entered into this realm. 
This laconic phrase has stimulated almost as many 
opinions as there are scholars of Scripture. C. K. Barrett 
sui;gests these words were possibly added by Paul as a "true 
interpretation" of when the "appointment (to Son of God] 
·took place." ·lSl A. M. Hunter, on the basis of the Syrian 
Peshitta, sees a possible participle behind the anastaseos, 
thus making the phrase independent of the preceding phrases 
and linked with "Jesus .Christ, o.ur .Lord. 11.182 Both of these 
' scholars shed doubt on the generally accepted view that the 
phrase is part of the original formula and close to its 
original Aramaic form. 
179 Hahn, p. 256, fn. 2. 
180 
Ibid., p. 256. 
181 · 
Barrett, pp. 19-20. 
·
182
suora, p. 23 ; Hunter, pp. 25-26; cf. T. W. Manson, 
"Romans," Peake's Commentary on the Bible, edited by Matthew 
Black and H. H. ,Rowley (London: Thomas Nelson and Sons Ltd., 
c.1962), p. 941, although it must be understood that he views 
the first half of v. 4 as incarnation. 
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Anastasis occurs six times within the writings of Paul 
outside of Rom. 1:4 (Rom. 6:5; l Cor. 15:12,lJ ,21,42; 
Phil. J:10); all four passages in 1 Corinthians 15 use it 
with the phrase anastasis nekron. 163 Only Phil. J:10 
refers to Jesus' resurrection, while the rest point to the 
general resurrection of the dead (Rom. 6:5 indicates both 
the believers' and Jesus' resurrection). Ordinarily when Paul 
speaks of Jesus Christ's resurrection, the word egeiro in 
various forms is used (for example, 1 Cor. 15:4,12-16). 
If the phrase in Rom. 1:4 does not refer primarily to Jesus' 
resurrection, then 1:4 would conform to his limited usage 
of the word in his epistles, and be Paul's formulation. 
The possibility still exists that Paul took over the 
formulation from the early Church, although, as with~ 
dunamei, it is not demonstrable. Anastasis does not occur 
frequently in the Synoptic Gospels: Matthew--four; Mark--two, 
Luke--six. Luke 2:J4 and 14:14 are the only two passages 
outside of the pericope concerning the questioning of Jesus 
by the Sadducees on the resurrection (Mark 12:18-27, parallels). 
The more frequent use in Luke is at least partly reflected in 
Acts ~leven occurrences); anastasis occurs six times in 
sermons or addresses, four of which are in speeches portrayed 
163cr. 2 Tim. 2:1$. Phil. J:11 has a close parall~l 
(ten exanastasin ten ek nekron). 
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after Paul's arrest in Jerusalem. 184 Most interesting and 
perhaps significant is the fact that at the end of his 
defense before Agrippa, Pau1 gives a testimony 
saying nothing but what the prophets and Moses said 
would come to pass: that the Christ must suffer, and 
that, by being the first to rise from the dead Cei protos 
~ anastaseos nekronJ, pe would proclaim light both to 
people and to the Gentiles. Acts 26:22-23 • 
This creed-like statement is an exact parallel ~o the 
phrase in Rom. 1:4; Jesus is the first to rise from the 
dead. This phrase may be part of a pre-Lukan tradition 
here and, at the minimum, is analogous to .Rom. 1:4. 
Judaism also had a hope for a resurrection from the dead, 
although there are not many references to it in the Old 
Testament (Is. 26:19 LXX _and Dan. 12:2; anastasis in 
2 Mace. 7:14; 12:43). The attitude toward the resurrection 
varies according to the type of .literature (for example, 
apocalyptic) and the branch of Judaism (Sadducees and 
Samaritans rejected it). 165 
Perhaps the key verse in the Old Testament for the 
interpretation of ·Rom. 1:4 is 2 Sam. 7:12-16; in verse 12, 
lS4The two speech, pre-arrest uses are 1:22 and 2:31; 
post-arrest use in speeches: 23:6; 24:15,21; 26:23. The 
non-speech uses: 4:2,33; 17:18,32; 23:8. The use of anastanai 
for Jesus: Acts 2:24,32; 3~33,34; 17:31; (3:26 for the paida). 
185Albrecht Oepke, "anistemi, etc." 1.ill:!1'., I, 371-72. 
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God promises David, "I will raise up your offspring after 
you" (anasteso to soerma sou meta se). This sperma is equiva-
lent to huios (verse 14), for whom God will be eis Patera. 
Also, the sperma is not the huios from birth; he is huios 
only after the throne is restored. First God prepares the 
kingdom (basileia) of the sperma. The seed then builds 
God's temple, and finally God restores the seed's throne 
forever. Then it is finally that God makes him eis huion. 
Interestin81Y, "(~) anistanai snerma is a Semitism for 
'jJf U"p.IT, LXX Gn. 38:8; cf. Ju. 4:5,10 ••• , i.e., to 
raise up seed to a dead brother by Levirate marriage."l86 
God implies that he will take the responsibility for the 
raising up of descendants after David has died, although 
this was not the case with the immediate successor of David.187 
Solomon presented his divine legitimation by Yahweh in the 
form of 1 Kings 3:4-15, 188 and in that sense was "raised up." 
In 2 -Samuel 7, anasteso is linked both with snerma and huios. 
This grouping of similar words would seem to suggest a 
similar basic motif behind Romans 1. Both sperma and huios 
in 2 Samuel 7 are used in relation to the Davidic kingship and 
hint at the same situation fpr Romans 1. This possibility 
will be explored further in the next chapter. 
186Ibid., I, 368. 
187cf. Schweizer, "huios," VIII, 351. 
188Ibid., VIII, 350. 
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There are various explanations for the lack of definite 
articles in ex anastaseos nekron. Hahn suggests that the 
same reason exists for dropping of the articles as in the 
S . t. h h . .. - 189 L emi ic p rase uneuma agiosunes. ietzmann sees the articles 
la k . . 1 f h k f d db · 190 A c ing main y or t e sa e o soun an revity. . nother 
possibility noted previously is that the lack of an article 
could be ·due to its being. part of the form of literature 
called a salutation.191 The genius of the Hebrew language 
in omitting the definite article in certain cases or the 
common usage of prepositional phrases witho~t the article 
· 192 
are other possible explanations. Finally, the reason may 
lie in the fact that it is a part of a formula. 193 
A grammatical point much discussed is whether ex is 
temporal ("sine~' "after") or causal(" on the basis of") or 
some combination of the two ideas. The question has theo-
logical .significance according to Leenhardt, who asks, "Is 
the resurrection of Christ the cause of His exaltation or 
189Hahn, p. 255. 
l90Lietzmann, p. 24. 
191 · Supra, p. 19. 
192Ibid. 
193 Supra, p. 11. 
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does it merely disclose the latter?"194 At this point, it 
is difficult to determine precisely the best meaning for~ 
in the phrase. S. H. Hooke notes that whenever Paul wants 
to speak of the resurrection of Jesus, he uses the phrase 
~ nekron; from this Hooke suggests that the reference is 
not to Jesus' resurrection but to the resurrection of the 
dead. Jesus' resurrection is the one that makes the 
195 
resurrection of the dead possible. While the statement 
about Paul's use of ek nekron is true, the verp egeiro, 
not anistemi, is . used with ek nekron. Also, in 1 Cor. 15:20-21 
when both Jesus' resurrectiop and the anastasis nekron are 
I 
mentioned, he is the aparche! ton kekoimemenon, or as Acts 26:23 
states, protos ex anastaseos nekron, or Col. 1:18, arche, 
prototokos ek ton nekron. In other words, anastasis nekron 
----
implies Jesus Christ is the first one to -rise in the general 
resurrection of the dead; otherwise, rising from the dead 
will not take place until Christ's parousia (1 Cor. 15:23-24). 
The verses to which reference have just been made all indi-
cate that the explanation of this p_hrase lies prior to ~ 
anastaseos nekron; by analogy to Acts 26:23, for example, a 
194 Leenhardt, p. 37. 
195s. H. Hooke, "The Translation of Romans 1.4," New 
Testament Studies, IX (1962-63), 371; Kramer, p. 110, ?n:- 371, 
says, "Ex anastastaseos CsicJ ek nekron would make it clearer 
that it is the resurrectio'rl°of"-Jesus rather than the resurr-
ection of the dead which is meant here, but the sense suggests 
taking it this way." 
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word should be supplied, and grammatically that word would 
seem to be huiou theou, the first noun which is not in a 
prepositional phrase and which precedes~ anastaseos nekron. 
This discussion still does not answer the question whether 
~ is temporal or causal. The phrase by itself does not 
permit a definite statement at this point. · 
To sum up,~ anastaseos nekron has no exact parallel 
in Paul, although anastasis nekron does occur four times in 
1 Corinthians 15. However, it is found more frequently in 
Acts; in fact, there is an exact parallel to~ anastaseos 
nekron in Acts 26: 23. The hope that God would. raise up a 
Davidic son is seen in 2 Sam. 7:12-14; the hope for the 
resurrection of the· dead came later in Judaism. The lack 
of definite articles and the terseness and seeming incom-
pleteness of the phrase are characteristics of compress.ed 
formulation. Finally, the phrase cannot pe determined as 
Pauline or pre-Pauline at this point; this is only possible 
in a ··comparison with the rest of the formula. 
It may seem unnecessary to examine whether this particu-
lar phrase is Pauline or pre-Pauline, for obviously various 
combinations of Jesus, Christ, and Lord are a part of much 
of Paul's writings; however, the possibility still exists 
that Paul was using a traditional way of naming the Being in 
whom his faith was centered. At least nine scholars have inclu-
ded this phrase. in their version of the formula (Appendix B) • 
• 
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Paul uses this precise phrase four times (Rom. 1:4; 
5:21; 7:25; 1 Cor. 1:9), wh~reas "our Lord Jesus Christ" is 
' 
used twenty-eight times. K:;amer points to a g!3neral rule 
of the Pauline corpus that there is a "pre-Pauline" usage 
where "Lord and Christ never stand immediately side by side." 
He does point out the exceptions in Rom. 5: 21 and 7:25 (but 
not the other two references) and says these were added 
because" a fuller and more formal style was required at 
the close of such sentences." Another passage, Rom. 16:18, 
may be an "inexplicable ~xc_eption," but Kramer notes that 
of the authorship of Romans 16 "has. not been completely 
decided. 11196 In general, his thesis · that Christ and Lord do 
not stand next to one another holds up under examination. 
He infers that there seems to have been a sensitivity at 
an early date for the fact Christ was not a personal name but 
a title for Jesus. 
Rom. 1:4, a passage he does not discuss in this context 
· could also conceivably have had !Q!! kuriou hemon added for 
the sake of fuller style at the end of the formula. This fact 
. . 
would mean the formula ended afte·r Christou. Sanday and 
Headlam come close to suggesting an early usage in the phrase 
Iesou Christou; their commentary notes that when the epistles 
of Paul are listed in a "roughly chronolo~ical order" the 
196Kramer, p. 214, especially note 744 • 
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early epistles (1 and 2 Thessalonians, Galatians) have 
"Jesus Christ" in the opening verse, whereas the ~ter· ones 
have "Christ J es·us. n197 Kramer, studyine the problem in 
relation to Cullmann's view that the title Christ is not a 
· 19a proper name when it precedes Jesus, concludes that Jesus 
Christ is Paul's way of speaking in the nominative case, 
but Christ Jesus is his form in the oblique cases. "The 
order Jesus Christ must be regarded as the normal one, for 
it corresponds to the Aramaic," but the reason Paul will 
place Christ before Jesus in the oblique cases is that 
"it shows immediately and unambiguously which particular 
case is intended." By Paul's time, it may be said "there 
can be no justification for saying that Christ has a special 
meaning when it precedes Jesus.n199 It may be concluded 
that at Paul's time "Jesus Christ" did not have the same 
connotations as earlier. 
In summary, to call this phrase pre-Pauline on the 
basis of the criteria we have used is incorrect, since it 
does occur in Paul. However, this form of the combination 
197 Sanday and Headlam, pp. 3-4. 
198oscar Cullmann, . The Christo logy of the New Testament, 
translated from the German 1st edition by Shirley C. Guthrie 
and Charles A. M. Hall (Philadelphia: Westminister Press, 
1959), pp. 133-34. 
l99Kramer, pp. 205-6. 
I 
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of titles, especially placing Christ and Lord next to one 
another, is quite unusual in Pauline writings. The fact 
that Jesus is placed before Chr~st, contrary to ~aul's 
normal usage in oblique cases, raises the possibility that 
this is a pre-Pauline formula~ion. If "Jesus Christ" is 
pre-Pauline, "our Lord" might be added for the sake of a 
fuller style. This would be appropriate after the 
exceedingly long sentence pr~ceding it containing verb, 
object, and three prepositional. phrases. 
This hypothesis must be tempered by the fact that this 
phrase seems to break abruptly into th_e wording and is not 
syntactically related to the words closely preceding. Another 
argument against "Jesus Christ" in Rom. 1:4 as pre-Pauline is 
most likely at least part of this name an4 title were used to 
200 introduce the formula, and hence "Jesus Christ" would be 
redundant if placed at the end of the original . formula. On 
the other hand, appositional structure is also one of the 
characteristics of formulae. In this case, it might be argued 
that "Jesus Christ" is in apposition either to 12,!:! huiou autou 
or to the participles in the genitive case. Finally, the 
titles themselves occur so frequently in Pauline writings 
20
°Kramer, p. 108, including fn. )66, conjectures 
"Jesus" as the "grammatical subject" and argues versus 
Bultmann conjecturing "Son." Kramer feels Paul would not 
have added it, since he added in "Son" in l:)a already. 
-r 
I 
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that the only kind of ar~ument possible is that based on the 
combination of the titles with the name Jesus. One final 
test for a pre-Pauline phras~ will be applied in the next 
chapter, the test to see if it fits with the formula 
according to content. 
Summary 
In this chapter and the preceding one, an investigation 
of the words and phrases of Rom. 1:2-4 has been conducted on 
the basis of the criteria pertaining to style, linguistic 
usage and terminology.201 Viewing verses 2-4 as a whole, it 
has been shown that stylistically t~ere is reason to suspect 
a pre-Pauline formula. Some of the characteristic features 
may be listed as follows: the simplicity of style, especially 
with the lack of definite articles, the ·lack of conjunctions, 
the antithetic nature of verses J-4, the rhythmical pattern, 
and the position of emphasis given to it by being part of a 
salutation and also denoted as a definition of the euaggelion 
theou. 
Particular words and phrases within verses 2-4 present 
fairly strong arguments for a pre-Pauline nature. On the 
201The final criterion that a formula is generally 
Christological needs to be applied to Rom. 1:2-4; this task 
is reserved for the next chapter. 
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other hand, it is especially clear that peri tou huiou autou, 
both on stylistic and lin~uistic grounds, is a Pauline 
formulation. The same holds true for at least~ kuriou 
hemon. The phrases that still remain problematical are en 
dunamei, ~ anastaseos nekron, Iesou Christou. 
Thus, the wording of the formula suggested at this 
point is as follows: 
ho proepeg~eilato dia ton propheton autou en graphais 
hagiais, 
tou genomenou ek spermatos Dauid kata sarka, 
tou horisthentos huiou theou (en dunamei) kata pneuma 
hagiosunes 
(ex anastaseos nekron, Iesou Christou). 
CHAPTER IV 
THE CHRISTOLOGY AND ORIGIN OF THE 
PRE-PAULINE FORMULA 
The Christology 
The only criterion established for the content of 
formulae is that they "refer to elementary truths and events 
of salvation-history as norms,"1 or to "basic christological 
assertions." 2 The formula isolated in Rom. 1 :2-4 ought to 
correspond to this criterion. This part·icular chapter will 
attempt to determine the Christology of this formula and 
the possible origin of the formula, both in terms of locale 
and tradition. 
One particularly striking feature of the formula and 
its setting within the salutation is that it is parallel in 
many ways to the pre-Pauline formula in 1 Corinthins 15.3 
1Ethelbert Stauffer, New Testament Theolo~v, translated 
.from the German by John Marsh (New York: Macmillan Company, 
c. 1955), p. 33~. 
2Reginald H. Fuller, The Foundations of New Testament 
Christology (New York: Charles Scr~bner's Sons, 1965), p. 21. 
3Ibid., p. 160-61; Werner Kramer, 6hrist, Lord, Son of 
God, trarislated from the German by Brian Hardy (London: SCM 
Press Ltd., 1966), p. 19-20; Joachim Jeremias, The Eucharistic 
Words of Jesus, translated from the 2nd German edition by 
Arnold ~hrhardt (Oxford: Basil" Blackwell, 1955), pp. 129-30 
puts the .formula with the boundaries of vv. Jb-5. 
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Both of the formulae are presented as summaries of the euagg-
elion. Both sections indicate the source of the tradition. For 
l Corinthians it is the tradition handed on to Paul from the 
early Church, while for Romans it is apparently the prophets 
of the holy writings, who are, at least in part, the source 
of the expression of the euaggelion. Also, both formulae 
are introduced by what Schille calls a "Zitationspartikel 
(recitativum),"4 a transition word from the preceding text 
_to the formula itself; 1 Cor. 15:3 is introduced by hoti, 
while Rom. 1:2-4 is introduced byJ:!2.• Then significantly 
and strangely, the content of the formulae themselves present 
almost a totally different expression of the euaggelion. 
1 Cor. 15:3-5 speaks of Christ who died, was buried, was 
raised, and appeared to Cephas and to the · twelve. ·Rom. 1:2-4 
quotes a formula concerning His Son (1:3) ·promised through 
the prophets in the holy writings, born from the seed of 
David in the sphere of the flesh, and appointed Son of God 
(with power) in the sphere of the Holy Spirit, (the first one) 
from the resurrection of the dead. 
Despite the difference in formulation, Paul still labels 
both of them euaggelion. The ohe -~ignificant thread that 
connects both of them together are the phrases concerning 
4Gottfried Schille, Fruhchristlichen Hvmnen (Berlin: 
Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, _1962), p. 16. 
' 
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the graphai(kata tas graphas, 1 Cor. 15:J,4) and their being 
fulfilled in the person of Christ or the Son of God. Thus, 
it appeari that in general the formula in Rom. 1:2-4 satisfies 
the criterion concerning salvation-history events or Christ-
ological assertions. The question now is, what kind of 
Christology is found in the formula under discussion. 
In the second verse .the subject of the verb proepiggeilato 
is the relative pronoun ho, which refers back to the gospel 
of God (Ro~. 1:1); but the content of the gospel, namely, 
Jesus Christ, is more likely the content of the promise. 
Although he does not view Rom. 1:2-4 as a pre-Pauline .!orm-
ula, G. Friedrich nevertheless sums up the theology of this 
verse very well as he states, 
For him CPaul) the OT belongs to the Gospel, for it 
bears witness to Christ. Hence the OT also serves to 
spread abroad the Gospel among the Gentiles and to 
bring them to faith (R. 16:25f.) (Rom. l:5J. The Gospel 
is no new teaching. What is new is what is and will be 
effected through the message. If we were to sum up the 
content of ,he Gospel in a sin_gle word, it would be Jesus 
the Christ. · 
As Stuhlmacher points · out, the Old Testament is viewed 
in this verse as bounded and defined through the presence 
5Gerhard Friedrich, "euaggelizomai, etc.,~Theological 
Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by Gerhard Kittel, 
translated and edited by Geoffrey W. Bromiley ·(Grand Rapids, 
Mich.: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, c.1964), 730-Jl. 
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of the Gospel. 6 Thus, "Faul echoes the common conviction 
of the primitive Church that the · saving acts of Christ were 
foretold by the prophets."? This attitude toward the "holy 
writings" creates problems for the exegete. Stuhlmacher 
notes that while rabbinic Judaism ~xplained the prophets as 
witnesses and exegetes of the Mosaic Law, verse 2 associates 
their witnesses expressly with the Gospel. 
The Old Testament is for Paul Cor the formula] a book 
Which contradicts the Mosaic Laws in its deepest sense and 
bears witness concerning the gospel. 8 But this gospel is 
not found in the Old Testament by tracing down particuiar 
Scriptural passages; the history of election of God's people 
h · 9 1 h sows the gospel. The early Church saw in the hoy grap ai 
10 
the promises of God that were now fulfilled in Jesus Christ. 
So strong was . this conviction in the early Church that 
E. Lichtenstein hazards the opinion, against Cullmann, that 
6Peter Stuhlmacher, "Theologische Probleme des R8mer-
briefpraskripts," Evangelische Theologie, XXVII (1967), 374-89. 
7c. K. Barrett, A Commentary on .the ETistle to the 
Romans (London: Adam & Charles Black, 1957, pp. 18-20. 
8 Stuhlmacher, XXVII, 378. 
9Ibid., XXVII, 377-78, 384-85. He notes the current 
theological problem of coordinating the Old Testament to the 
word of the Gospel. 
10
suora, pp. 27-29; A. M. Hunter, Paul and his Predecess-
ors ( 2nd edition; London: SCM Press Ltd., 1961 )·, p .• 18; 
Barrett, p. 18. 
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formulae are to be found not as much where there are explicit 
sayings regarding the Lordship of Christ; rather, they are 
present where there is a connection (in contrast to Judaism) 
of Scripture and Spirit (pneumatic) witness, of divine plan 
of salvation and historical present, of the eschatological-
now qualified thro.ugh appearances of Christ. 11 Thus, Paul 
in this verse is using a formula that views the proclamation 
of ages past as fulfilled in the present through Christ. 
The next part of the formula concerns the birth from 
the descent of David in the sphere of the flesh (verse )b). 
Certain scholars raise a problem about this phrase; they 
question whether~ sarka and· its parallel phrase,~ 
pneuma hagiosunes, in verse 4 actually are a part of the 
ori~inal formula. · However, Hahn is able to interpret the 
phrase as part of its basic theology. He .asserts that the 
kata sarka means that the decent from David's line interprets 
only the time of the earthly· life of Jesus. This does not 
mean that the Davidic descent is merely the prerequisite and 
pledge for His future Messia~ic function~ 12 Davidic sonship 
and divine sonship are ascribed to wholly differing realms 
. 
of activity and are put with pne another in a first-then 
11Ernst Lichtenstein "Die ~lteste christliche Glaubensfo~ 
mel," Zeitschrift fftr Kir~hengeschichte, LXIII (1950), 72. 
12As Dodd asserts, The Apostolic Preaching and Its 
Developments (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1951), p. 14. 
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relationship. As a consequence the saying concerning 
Davidic kingly dominion is displaced as a description of 
the Messianic function of Jesus, and, on the other hand, 
the predication of Davidic Sonship is used as a sign of his 
earthly activity. 13 Fuller sees Davidic sonship as both 
"the qualification for the end-time Messianic office" and 
"the whole of Jesus' earthly history.n14 
There are various interpretations of the degree of 
honor which the title Son of David ascribes to Jesus. Hahn 
argues that the title in Rom. 1:4 implies ~hat "the Messiah 
in the state of him humanness and lowliness," ·in contrast 
· 15 
to the exaltation. He regards this as a shift from the 
earliest Church's view of Jesus as the Davidic king expected, 
b h 1 f l . "16 ut yet e terms it a "pre iminary star;e o exa tation. 
Davidic sonship is no longer applied -to the end-time work of 
Jesus or to his exaltation but is limited to his work in 
the earthly sphere. Fuller does not discuss the question of 
humiliation in connection with Davidic· sonship but says the 
en: 
13 Ferdinand Hahn, Christolo1ische Hoheitstitel Vandenhoeck &. Ruprecht, 1963 , p. 253. 
14Fuller, p. 189. 
{G~tting-
15Hahn, p. 253, quotes Gunther Bornkamm, Jesus of 
Nazareth, translated by Irene & Fraser r~icLuskey (New York: 
Harper & Row, Publishers, c.1956}, p. 228. 
. 16 . 
Hahn, pp. 242-51. 
• 
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title "has a positive significance for the whole of · 
Jesus' earthly history"; it is used "to express, not the 
royal descent or Messianic rule of Jesus, but his miraculous 
help for the sick and suffering,»17 as in the several 
accounts of the Gospels where Jesus is addressed with the 
title "Son of David" and proce~ds to heal them (Mark 10:47-52, 
parallels; Matt. 9:27; 12:23; 15:22). Fuller questions 
Hahn's interpretation, "preliminary stage of exaltation" in 
the earthly life of Jesus, for "it implies a highly paradoxi-
cal conception fHoheitJ which one· would not expect to meet 
18 
until Paul or John." Hahn's phrase does appear to be a 
unique use of the word exaltation which also is misleading. 
In contrast, other scholars, such as Kramer, do not view 
the title as a designation .of humiliation but as one of high 
rank; Fuller says 
Certainly the second clause describes a more exAlted 
state than the first, but not its complete antithesis. 
Strictly, it is not a pattern of humiliation and 
exaltation we should speak of here, but rather one of 
adoption: a person who is already of high rank is19 
"adopted" and receives a status which is supreme. 
In the light of the Judaic background of the terms and 
the early Church witness to Je~us as the Christ, the title 
was not a title of humiliation but of honor • . The honor was 
17Fuller 
' 
p. 189. 
l8Fuller , p. 199, fn. 23~ 
19Kramer, p. 109. 
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not as great as that associated with the title huios theou 
(l:4). The phrases,~ sarka and~ pneuma hagiosun~s, 
and the contrast between them show this; the difference of 
the realms in which each of the . titles are applied give a 
more exalted sense to the title huiou theou than spermatos 
· Dauid has. Nevertheless, being called Son of David or its 
equivalent in Rom. 1:4 is an honor; as Leenhardt notes, 
The Davidic origin of the Messiah was a postulate of 
faith; we must see here a theological affirmation: the 
name of David sums up the whole history of Israel and 
expresses the hope that one day it will find a glorious 
fulfilment.20 
Rudolf Bultmann points up another aspect of this verse, 
namely, the historical aspec~. When the descent from David 
. 
is mentioned, this represents a change from non-Christian 
religion: "this occurrence of salvation, of which the Christian 
i 
formulas speak, is peculiarly. bound up with history, world 
h . 21 1 istory." At times, Paul seems to either reject or pay 
down the historical aspect of the life of Jesus. In 
2 Cor. 5:16 he states that "even though we once regarded 
Christ from a human point of view (kata sarka), we regard 
him thus no longer." Michel comments that what is meant here 
2
°Franz J. Leenhardt, The Epistle to the Romans, trans-
lated from the French 1st .edition by Harold Knight (Cleveland: 
World Publishing Company, c. 1961J, p. 36. 
21 ~ 
Rudolf Bultmann, Theolo,1!,y of the New Testament, trans-
lated by Kendrick Grobel {New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 
c.1955), II, 121. 
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is not a .disregard for history; rather, history undergoes 
a metamorphosis in the believer and is viewed from a new 
eschatological perspective. For Paul, history is a 
presupposition of faith . 22 Paul's Christology too is not 
unhistorical or antihistorical. 23 . This statement is demon-
st.rat~d by the skandalon ·which he presented to both Jews and 
Gentiles, Christ crucified (1 Cor. 1:23; 2:2); even in the 
context of 2 Corinthians 5, he points to Christ's death and 
resurrection ( v.erses 14-15). But note it is not just the 
fact that some person died and was raised that is important; 
rather, what is significant is the kaine ktisis that results 
from the death and resurrection of Christ. The old, includ- · 
ing the perspective kata sarka, passes away (verse 17). The 
old includes judging Christ by human meas~res, in historical. 
terms as a figure among other figures. 24 · In Rom. l:J, Christ 
is Davidic Son kata sarka, born in world history in the 
royal line of Israel, but in his second and current ph~se, 
He is Son of God enthroned~ pneuma hagiosunes. 
220tto Michel, "Erkennen dem Fleisch nach," Evangelische 
Theologie, XIV (1954), 24. 
23Ibid., XIV, 28. 
24Eduard Schwei~er, Friedrich Baumg~rtel, Rudolf Meyer, 
"sarx. sarkikos, sarkinos," Theologisches W8rterbuch zum 
Neuen Testament, edited by Gerhard Friedrich (Stuttgart: 
W. Kohlhammer Verlag, 1964), VII,' 131. 
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The fourth verse, according to Hahn, is filled with 
manifold difficulties. 25 The pattern of the whole verse is 
that of participle,· title, three prepositional phrases, 
followed by some more titles which appear to intensify the 
first title. The only phrases which scholars definitely or 
very likely regard as part of the pre-Pauline formula are~ 
horisthentos huiou theou kata pneuma hagiosunes. 'rhe first 
phrase, tou horisthentos, has been de.fined in the sense of 
"declare,'' "install," or "predestine" someone to be something 
(for example, judge at the end-time). 26 In general, the 
evidence for huiou the6u does not indicate that the title 
denotes the pre-existent divine being but rather the kingly . 
figure; for Acts lJ:JJ, in particular, the Son of God refers 
to installation to the office of Davidic kingship and 
applies to Jesus since His resurrection. 27 2 Sam. 7:12-16 
portrays God's ·promise to David :that he will raise sperma 
after him and establish his ·kingdom; _the ·sperma will build 
the house for the Lord, and the Lord will establish the 
throne of his kingdom forever. At this point, the ~ord will 
take him for his huios. Thus, the title is especially 
reserved for the sperma who is enthroned w~th kingly powers 
25Hahn, p. 254. 
26supra, pp.· 54-56. 
27supra, pp. 62-69. 
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and is thus a special title of the one who holds that position 
of king. The subject of the formula of Rom. 1:4 is not that 
of the normal earthly Israelite king, but the huios theou is 
enthroned~ pneuma haei~sunes in the realm of the holy 
Spirit, the realm where the Son of God has power, life, and 
salvation. 28 This, in capsule form, . is a brief summary of 
the theology of the part of this vers~ ·that is most likely 
pre-Pauline. An examination of these phrases more closely will 
shed light on some of the questions as to the verse's full 
implications. 
Tou horisthentos has been viewed as the second phase of 
the career or· the Son or the second step forward, a step to 
exaltation29 because it is set parallel·to tou genomenou 
(verse 3), which marks off the beginning of the earthly stage 
of the Son's career. · This installation a~ Son of God is 
accomplished by God himself. This fact is demonstrated by 
the passive voice of the verb, which demands a subject. The 
subject is not stated explicitly, but it can be noted that 
the heading for the whole formula is euaggelion theou, 
which would be a fair indication of -the active Being in this 
formula. 30 God is also the one who raises sperma and 
28Supra,pp. 82-83. 
29 -Supra, pp. 54-55. 
30However, the phrase is not demonstrably part of the 
formula although it is not incongruous to it. 
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establishes the kingdom and throne and finally takes the 
sperma for his huios in 2 Sam. 7:12-16. He is also active 
in the same fashion in Psalm ·2. The king is installed as 
Son of God by a prostagma of the kurios. Passive construc-
tions seem to be part of creedal formulae in general 
(1 Cor. 15:4; 1 Tim. J:16; 2 Tim. 2:8), and it is evident 
in Rom. 1:2-4.31 Creedal formulae present Jesus' resurrec-
tion in the pass ive voice. The one who raised him,God,i~ 
mentioned explicitly in other passages (Acts 2:24; 5:30; 
10:41). The formulae which employ the title "Son of God," 
namely, the "sending" formulae and other similar formulae, 
always have God as the subject.32 Thus, while it is not 
explicitly stated in Rom. 1:4, it seems plain that the active · 
agent in the installation of the Son is God.33 
In regard to huios theou, a caution ·must be expressed 
against a misunderstanding. This name or title is a "functional" 
rather than "ontological" title; "functional" titles are "not 
affirmations about the 'nature' or being of Jesus. They 
affirm what he is doing or what he will do."34 This is shown 
by the nature of the verb horisthentos. As previously stated, 
31supra., p·. 21. 
32supra, pp. 58-59. 
33cf. Schweizer Lordshit and Discipleship translation 
of the German by the'author ( ondon: SCM Press~td., c.1960), 
p. 95. 
34Fuller, p. 247. 
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it marks a new phase in sonship, a new office assumed by the 
subject. Again, it is analogous to Old Testament use where 
the king was adopted rather than declared a god. 35 As Son 
God, Jesus functions as the Davidic king~ in office in 
the divine sphere as a result of his appointment. The 
question of whether simultaneously this kingly rule is 
exercis_ed on earth is. not answered. · 
of 
The time of the Son of God's installation is not clearly 
implied. The first possibility is that the Son of God is 
preexistent and therefore horisthentos means to "be declared" 
or "shown to be" Son of God; this meaning s_eems to be an 
improbable meaning, especially because thi concept of Son of 
God that the study of Rom. 1:4 has suggested is a functional 
sonship, not an ontological one. A functio.nal view of 
sonship states nothing positive or negative concerning the 
Son.'s preexistence. Instead, a functional view means that 
this naming _or appointment took place at some point in time. 
Manson has ·suggested a second possibility that the appoint-
ing or, as he says, designation, took place at ·the birth of 
the Davidic son. "The royal _birth and divine incarnation go 
together. 1136 While the preel istence of the son is implied 
35
supra, p. ,66. 
36T. W. Manson, "Romans," Peake's Commentarf on the 
Bible, edited by Matthew Black and H, H. Rowley ~ondon: 
Thomas Nelson and Sons Lt~, c.1962), p. 941. 
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in this statement, Manson's suggestion is worth consideration. 
The two verses J and 4 are viewed as contemporaneous with one 
another and describe the action from the two differing points 
of view, kata sarka and kata pneuma hagiosunes. However, the 
participles genomenou and horisthentos argue against this 
suggestion. Both verbs indicate the beginning of a phase of 
the Son's existence. These beginnings are qualified by 
~ sarka and kata pneuma hagiosunes, the two different 
spheres within which the Son .exists; therefore, the participles 
cannot indicate contemporaneous ·actions. One other argument 
against this view is that the birth of Jesus was not, as 
Manson sugges.ts, a "royal birth." In . fact, the other formulae 
of pre.-Pauline nature. indicate no interest in Jesus' birth; 
the nearest parallel to the biz:-th of Jesu·s ·is in Gal. 4:4, 
"born of woman." Kramer indicates it is difficult to decide 
whether this phrase is part of the formula;· however, its 
parallel "born under the law" is Pauline. 37 In any case, 
the phrase "borri of · woman" does not suggest a "roy~l birth." 
Th " 1 not 1.· nterested in the manner of e sending" formu ae are 
Jesus' birth but in the ."sending" from God. Paul in his 
epistles does not express interest in the birth of Jesus but 
Only in the Gospels do we only in the "Christ crucified." 
37 
Kramer, p. 113. 
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find an interest in the manner of Jesus' b" h 
irt • Thus, it is 
unlikely that the formula in Rom ·1· ·3 ex·p 
• · resses a birth of a 
"royal" nature. 
What other possibilities are there for the time of .the 
appointment? A. M. Hunter proposes that the baptism of Jesus 
was the moment. "By the descent of the Holy Spirit upon him 
he was 'appointed' 
• • • Son of God . . • ~ dunamei refers to 
his equipment with Messianic .power at his Baptism." He refers 
to Luke J:22 and· Acts 10:38 as evidence.38 His statement 
implies a different view of. kata pneuma hagiosunes than that 
of this thesis; he interprets it as meaning a divine Being 
rather than the sphere in whi~h the Spirit of God is in full 
power. Also, against Hunter's view,in the early formulae which 
have been studied there has been no indication of interest in 
Jesus' earthly ministry; the same is true -of Paul's writings. 
The only possible reference from the early Church is Acts 10:38; 
since it is part of the Christological kerygma of a speech, 
it may date from an earlier ~e~iod than Luke. It is only in 
the Gospels that one finds interest in the baptism of Jesus, 
His Messianic anointing by the Holy Spirit, and the consequent 
display of the Messianic power. 
The problematical phrase~ anastaseos nekron presents 
the resurrection of Jesus as the moment of the elevation to 
38 Hunter, p. 25. 
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the kingly office of Son of God. The phra8e refers back to 
huiou theou, as other passages that use anastasis nekron or 
equivalent expressions make ~lear. 39 This assertion is also 
reflected in the early preaching and tradition of the Church.40 
In fact, His resurrection is viewed as "exaltation to the 
presence of God,"41 "the appointment of Jesus as 'Lord and 
Christ' (Acts 2:36] ••• the enthronement 'on God's right 
hand' (Acts 2.JJff.; 5.Jl)."42 This picture of the enthroned 
Son is also in line with the Old Testament kingly Son of 
God, whom God restores to the. throne forever (2 Sam. 7:12-16). 43 
Wit~ all the above points in its favor, the time of the appoint-
ment according to Rom. 1:4 is the resurrection of Jesus, the 
"first to rise from the dead"44 (protos filS. anastaseos nekron, 
Acts 26:2J). Consequently, since the sense of this phrase 
fits in so well with the formula, especially in answering a 
39supra, pp. 88-89. 
40Notably Acts lJ:JJ; cf. 1 Tim. J _:16; 1 Pet. J:18; 
Schweizer, Lordship, pp. J6-J7. 
41
schweizer, Lordship, p. J6. 
42Ibid., p. J8. 
43supra, pp. 85-86. 
44walter Bauer, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New 
Testament and Other Early Christian Literature, translated 
and adapted from the 4th and revised German edition by 
William F. Arndt and F. Wilbur Gingrich (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, c.1957), p. 732. 
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question which arises from the rest of the formula, and since 
it agrees well with the early Church's attitude toward the 
resurrection as the moment of appointment to exaltation, 
this phrase is also part of the pre-Pauline formula. 
R. Fuller's view that the Davidic Son is "predestined" 
to be Son of God at the time of the Parousia also needs 
consideration. He cites good evidence from Acts for an 
appointment to this office at a future date. 45 He decides 
,!U! dunamei is a Pauline addition made necessary by Paul's 
insertion of peri tou huiou autou. Kata pneuma hagiosunes 
• is a .Hellenistic addition since it is a phrase of exaltation; 
he does not find the concept of exaltation applied to Christ 
in the earliest · Church. He asserts this especially upon 
the basis of his study of other titles, such as Kyrios, 
Christos, Son of David. Therefore, the meaning is that 
found in Acts,to "pre-destine" Jesus to the office of Son of 
God at ·the Parousia.46 While the Acts evidence does appear 
to be strong for the active functioning in the office at the 
future Parousia, the verb horisthentos itself does not ?nly 
refer to a present determining·of future events; it also may 
45F~ller, pp. 166-67; Acts 10:42; ~f. Acts 17:31; 3:20; 
he notes that "all our evidence (under Kyrios, Christos 
Son of David, and Son of God thus far)" · show no evidence of 
the conception of exaltation. Therefore, it means "predestined." 
46Fuller, pp. 165-67. 
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refer to a past determination of present events (Acts 2:23 
applies to Jesus) and to a present determining of a present 
state (the use in the LXX of "establ~sh the borders"47) or 
of a future close to the present (Acts 17:26: "allotted 
periods and the boundaries"). Also, the parallel to Rom. l:J 
indicates that horisthentos in verse 4 is the beginning of 
a new phase, not a phase to begin at the Parousia. It has 
also been shown that~ pneuma hagiosunes is Jewish and 
not a Hellenistic addition as Fuller sees it; since the 
phrase is part of the formula, its meaning argues against 
Fuller's interpretation ·of horisthentos. Kata pneuma hagiosunes 
means that the Son is in the r .ealm of power; this would suggest 
\ . 
that he is ·exercis.ing his office of sonship from the moment 
of his entering this realm, ~ot at some future date. 
T I . he phrase en dunamei will be discussed in the next 
chapter· as a Pauline addition that reinterprets the verse. 
The question of adoptionism must be discussed in con-
nection with verse 4: did · J~sus become Son of God at the 
resurrection? The question is not, as in later . adoptionism: 
. . 
was Jesus Son of God before the resurrection? Verse 4 does 
not give an answer either affirmatively or negatively to 
that question. In fact, verse J argues that Jesus was from 
the spermatos Dauid before the resurrection. Only in the 
47Num. 34:6; Joshua 1J:21i 15:12; 1g:20. 
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second phase is the subject of these verses given the title 
huios theou. 
Rather than call it adoptionistic, C.H. Dodd states 
The statement is pre-theological. It attests the fact 
that Jesus was a real man, that he was acknowledp.;ed as 
Messiah, and that after His Resurrection, though not 
before, He was worshipped as Son of God •••• It is 
not, however, his present. purpose to_ expound his theology, 
but to place on record the facts which he and his Roman 
readers alike regarded as fundamentai.48 . 
Johannes Weiss does call 1:4 adoptionist: "Jesus became 
Messiah through his exaltation (Acts 2£36) •• 
• • It is 
known as an Adoptionist Christology, since it presupposes 
an action of adoption • . • •• n49 E. Kasemann notes 
adoptionist Christology: 
It is true that in his Baptism narrative, Mark reveals 
the continued existence within the community of an 
older view standing for an Adoptionist Christology and 
seeing in the Baptism the consecration of the Messiah 
(cf. Rom. 1.4; Acts 2.36; Heb. 1 .• 5). · But in his own 
work all traces of this view have been obliterated and 
Jesus is delineated without any res~rv~ in the colours 
of the Hellenistic theios anthropos.~O 
48The Epistle of Paul' to the Romans (New York: Harper, 
. 19)2}, p. 5. 
49Johannes Weiss, Earliest Christianita' tr~nslated 
and edited from the German by Frederick C.rant (New York: 
Harper and _Brothers, Publishers, 1959), I, 118. 
50Ernst Kasemann; "The Canon of the New Testament and 
the Unity of the Church," Essays on New Testament Themes, 
translated from the German by W. J. Montague (London: SCM 
Press Ltd., ·c.1964), p. 96. 
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A. M. Hunter argues that, in contrast to Paul's incarnationist 
Christology, Rom. 1:4 is "adoptionist •••• The .resur-
rection is the birthday of the Son of God.»5l John Knox, 
asserting that there was almost certainly an adoptionist 
Christology of the Roman Church at an early stage, presents 
this definition of the adoptionist pattern: it has a "sharp 
contrast between the . humble human life and the final glorious 
exaltation."52 All of these men are agreed that there is 
adoptionism in this passage and do not distinguish dom. 1:4 
from the later adoptionism. As discussed before with regard 
to verse 3, there is not the contrast that Knox and others 
see, namely, humiliation and e~altation. Rather, the contrast 
is that of a person already with honor to that of one en-
throned in the realm of power. 53 
Other scholars show more clearly the contrast of Rom. 1:4 
to later adoptionism. C. K. Barrett states 
Undoubtedly, the earliest Christology has superficially 
an adoptionist tinge; but this is not to say that it 
was "Adoptionist" in the technical sense. The first 
attempts at Christological thought were made not in 
essential but in functional terms. Pre-existence was a 
possibility that had not been explored (Paul Cp. 21J 
himself was perhaps the first explorer); there was a 
manifest difference between the obscure private life 
5lHunter, p. 26. 
52John Knox, "The Epist~e to the Romans," The Interpreter's 
Bible (New York: Abingdon-Co~esbury Press, 1954}, IX, 382-83. · 
53supra, pp. 100-102. 
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of vesus and the public ministry which was inaugurated 
at his baptism, and an even greater difference between 
the earth$4 life and the heavenly glory of Jesus Christ our Lord. · 
Eduard Schweizer notes the difference from later adoptionism 
in the amount of theological reflection as he states 
For the Church had not yet reflected on the time before 
the exaltation and therefo~e did not say that Jesus had 
been merely an ordinary man. These formulations prove 
only that at a very early time the exaltat~gn of Jesus 
was regarded as the de·cisi ve saving event. 
Werner Kramer summarizes the adoptionism in Rom. 1:4 well: 
1. Jesus was installed, adopted, by God as Son of God. 
Underlying this view is the idea of a legal act. Nothing 
in this statement suggests any idea that God and the Son 
of God are 'consubstantial.' 
2. The act of adoption was accomplished at Jesus' resur-
rection. This means that the idea of pre-existence lies 
outside this formula's . range of vision. On the other 
hand, we ought not to press the adoption statement so far 
as to speculate whether Jesus was not Son of God before 
the resurrection, for the formula ~ays that before the 
resurrection he was Son of David.5o 
Kramer distinguishes between the pattern of humiliation and 
exaltation and that of adoption: "a person who is already 
of high rank is 'adopted' and receives a status which is 
supreme."57 Rom. l:J-4 appears to fit with the latter 
pattern best; thus it is unlike later adoptionism, which 
denies the preexistence of Christ. 
54Barrett, pp. 20-21. 
55schweizer, Lordship, p. 37. 
56K~amer, p. 110. 
57Ibid., p. 109. 
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One more phrase needs discussion na~ely, the Iesou 
Christou at the end of verse 4. As noted previously, the 
placing of the name Jesus before the title Christ was the 
normal order "for it corresponds to the Aramaic •• . . n58 
Kramer, after a study of the use of Jesus and Christ 
in the "Pistis-formulae;" that is, "the formula which has as 
its content the saving acts of death and resurrection, 11 59 
makes the interesting conclusion that in the Aramaic-speaking 
church "The Christian understanding of the title •Messiah' is 
perfectly expressed in the sentence, 'God raised Jesus from 
the dead.' 1160 
In the Greek-speaking Jewish Christian church, Christ, 
like the "Messiah" of later Judaism, represents the title 
and the eschatolog-ical status of an earthly figure •••• 
Christ is seen as connected typologically with scrip-
tural prophecies, as is witnessed by the phrase "in 
ac.cordance wiih the scriptures" and by the quotation of 
OT passages. 
Theologically, Iesou Christou in Rom. 1:4 appears to 
be the phrase summarizing what the whole formula asserts. 
·The title Christ is associated with scriptural prophecies 
elsewhere as in verse 2. The spermat_os Dauid and huios theou 
in verses 3-4 are stages in Jesus' life and also build up 
5$Ibid., p. 206. 
59Kramer, p. 21. · 
60ibid·., p. 42. 
61Ibid., P• 43. 
.., 
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to the confession, Jesus is Messiah or Christos, the one 
promised to David and the one now enthroned and ruling in 
power. It has been sho~m that linguistically Iesou Christou 
has an order that is found in pre-Pauline times; thus, 
there is a possibility that the phrase is pre-Pauline. 
However, as has been pointed out, there is a stronger 
possibility that this very phrase is the ·one missing phrase 
introducin~ the formula. Therefore, the phrase in its· 
present position may not be in its original position in 
the formula; however' theologic_ally and linguistically 
Iesou Christou is very appropriate for a pre-Pauline 
formula such as Rom. 1:2-4. 
After a Christological study of the way the various 
phrases are related, the wording of the formula suggested 
is as follows (dubious phrases in parentheses and Pauline 
phrases in brackets): 
/ 
(Jesus 9hrist) 
(112.§.) proepeggeilato dia ton propheton autou en graphais 
hagiais, · peri . ~ huiou autou 
11a 
tou genomenou ek spermatos Dauid kata sarka, 
tou horlsthentos huiou theou Cen dunamei) kata pneuma 
hagiosunes 
ex anastaseos nekron, (Iesou Christou) [tou kuriou hemonJ. 
The Origin 
Origin does not mean here . locale but rather the type 
of Christianity from which the formula came; some scholars 
do employ the former sense. Seeberg even hypothesizes that 
the formula of faith (more than just Rom. 1:Jf.) originated 
between 30 and 35 A.D. in the circle of the original apostl~s. 62 
H. Windisch sees the formula stemming from Jerusalem or 
Antioch tradition.63 
However, as Hahn has pointed out, the attempt to deter-
mine localities for certain traditions is· conjectural, 
especially since it is difficult to estimate the amount of 
the Hellenistic influence in any one given area.64 Instead, 
a more helpful method is to distinguish the types of Christian 
traditions, for example, early Palestinian church, the pre-
Pauline Heller>.istic Chrlstianity, and Pauline tradition. 
62Alfred Seeberg, Der Katechismus der Urchristenheit 
(Munchen: Chr. Kaiser Verlag, 1903), p. 193. 
63Hans Windisch, "Z.ur Christologie der Pastoralbriefe," 
Zeitschrift fllr die neutestamentliche Wissenscha~, XXXIV · 
1935), 216. 
64Hahn, p. 11. 
I 
119 
Hahn and others see a need for another category, that of 
"Hellenistic Jewish Christiarity;" by this term he means that 
tradition which has an obvious Hellenistic origin but yet 
has a reco~nizable tie to Jewish Christianity. Hellenistic 
Jewish Christiani~y is mostly an intermediate stage but in 
some cases can be treated as an entirely independent history 
of tradition. 65 Fuller devotes three chapters to defining 
the conceptual tools located in each of these three pr~-
Pauline strata of tradition. 66 
Employing these cat~gories of the various types of 
tradition, several scholars argue that the formula ori~inated 
in the early Palestinian Aramaic-speaking church. 67 · Hahn 
places it in Hellenistic Jewish Christianity.68 Fuller has a 
unique view; he proceeds in a · two-stage fashion to separate 
off, first of all, the Pauline additions ·.fil! dunamei and 
peri tou huiou autou, and, secondly, the Hellenistic additions 
/ 
65Hahn, pp. 11-12. 
66Fuller, pp~- 23-101. 
67Kramer, p. 111; Wei~s, I, 119; Schweizer, Lordship, 
p. 37; Schweizer, "Rom. 1,3:f. und der Gegensatz von i''leisch und 
Geist vor und bei Paulus," Evangelische Theolo.gie, XV (1955), 
569; H. Braun, "Der ~inn der neutestgmentliche Christologie," 
Zeitschrift fiir Theologie und Kirche, LIV ·(1957), 345,353,362. 
68Hahn, ~- 251. 
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of kata sarka and kata pneuma hagiosunes, and thus is left 
with the "original Palestinian nucleus."69 
Hahn's argument is that in the formula the Davidic 
sons~ip is associated with the earthly life of Jesus rather 
than with the parousia and also that the prominent exaltation 
motif in verse 4 is found only in Hellenistically-influenced 
Christianity; therefore Rom. 1:3-4 is from Hellenistic Jewish 
Christianity. The first argument is a true statement of the 
content of verse 3; however, the question ma~ be asked 
whether it is necessary to assign such a viewpoint of the 
sonship of David to Hellenistic Jewish Christianity. The 
second argument of Hahn's is a good summary of _the content 
• 
of verse 4, but again the question may b~ asked whether it 
is necessary to assign the concept· of exaltation only ~o 
Hellenistic Jewish Christianity. Did the early Church think 
of Jesus only as inactively waiting for the time of Hies 
parousia? Schweizer has argued for the idea of an active 
lordship already at an early stage on the basis of passages 
such as Acts 2:36, · "a very primitive view," Acts 13 :33 ?O and 
69Fuller, p. 165; he claims to be_fo~lowin~ ~chweizer in 
eliminating the kata-phr~ses as H~llenistic ad~itions, but . 
actually Schweizer in "R6m. 1, 3f ·i rv, 36~, 1;01z:its to a Judaic 
Old Testament background, althou~n Hellenisti? influence comes 
in late Judaism (the incorporeality-corporea~ity contrast). 
Hahn, p. 256, fn~ 2, says Schwe;zer has provided too few 
proofs to show this occurrence in Judaism. 
70schweizer, LordshiE,, PP• 36-J?. 
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Mark 12:35-37.71 At least, these passages put Hahn's arguments 
into question. Even if there is a distinction of passages 
portraying active lordship and those picturing inactive 
lordship, is it not more likely that this distinction is the 
result of reflection upon the work of Jesus Christ between 
the present time and the parousia rather than the result of 
the difference between Jewish and Hellenistic views? As has 
been argued earlie~ Hahn's view can also be criticized for 
placing the kata phrases ·in a Hellenistic tradition.72 The 
same criticism can be raised against Fuller's view -that the 
~ phrases are Hellenistic. 
The most likely. origin for this formula is that it is 
from the "early Aramaic-speaking church" tradition.73 As 
the various phrases were studied in the preceding chapter, 
it may have been noticed that in no on·e phrase was it necessary 
to go beyond the Judaic background for an explanation. Certain 
of the phrases definitely have definite Se~itic origin. The 
picture dominant in the formula _is that of the Jewish expec-
tation for the ideal Davidic· king or Messiah. Kramer points 
71Schweizer, · "huios," Theologische·s Worterbuch zum 
Neuen Testament, edited by Gerhard Friedrich (Stuttgart: 
W. Kohlhammer GMBH, 1967), VIII, 371. 
72supra, pp. 47-48, 80-81. 
73Kramer, p. 111. 
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to the fact that in the formula "the first concern was to 
express the importance of Jesus rather than to explain his 
saving significance for mankind,n74 and notes this as a sign 
of early origin. Another argument for early Jewish origin 
is the fact that God is the active agent of the formula. The 
passive voice of the participles is similar to the early 
Palestinian formula in 1 Cor. 15:J-5. The idea of God raising 
Jesus is preferred in the early Church (Acts 2:24; 5:30; 
10:41; 13:33); God rai ses Je~us after the _Jews had rejected 
' 
him by killing him, and therefore is the one promised by God. 
In this connection, the form~la of Rom. 1:2-4 does not mention 
the death of Jesus Christ; t J is too is an argument for early 
origin, for "it can be stated with certainty that in Peter's 
sermons the death on the cross has no atoning significance."75 
. Also, in Paul the central part of his message i .s "Christ 
crucified" (1 Cor. 1:23; 2:2). If Paul had freely formulated 
the passage in Romans 1, he would have at ;least included the 
death of Chri st. A final argument for an ear ly origin is the 
fact ' Rom. 1:2-4 follows a temporal order: firs~, the promise 
of the prophets, second, the earthly existence as spermatos 
Dauid, and third, the enthroned existence in the realm of 
74Ibid. 
75schweizer, Lordship, p. 33. 
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power as · the adopted huios theou. Jewish formulations, 
such as 1 Cor. 15:.3-5, follow the temporal order, whereas 
Hellenistic formulations are less concerned with this aspect 
(2 Tim. 2:8 reverses the order). 
If these argu~ents are cor~ect, then this formula is an 
expression going back to a very early stage of Christianity. 
Schweiz·er suggests a possible way in which the formula came 
about. The church, on the one hand, accepted the official 
Jewish Messianic presentation expecting a Davidic Son, and 
on the other hand, accepted the exaltation Christology in 
which the installation of Jesus as God's Son-King first took 
place on Easter. With the scheme of the .two spheres, the 
church connected both, with the early Da~idic stage as a 
preliminary, ·not· humiliating, sta~e for Jesus.76 This 
scheme of the two spheres marks such a great contrast that 
.fill dunamei is unnecessary 'if the readers understand the for-
mula. Paul evidently felt the supplemen~al phrase was 
necessary to clarify for his . readers, who were at least in 
part Gentile, the Semitic phrase kata pneuma hagiosunes. 
To Schweizer's theory al~o· there needs to be added a theory 
concerning the addition of verse 2. This idea of the epagge~ia 
seems to have more frequently an impersonal object, such as 
76schweiz~r, "R8m. l,Jf.," XV, 569. 
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"future world," rather than a personal object, such as Christ. 
The subject of proepeggeilato would then be somethin~ like 
euaggelion theou; however, it might be argued that euaggelion 
is so closely connected in the New Testament with Jesus Christ 
as its content that . Paul could also have altered the intro-
ductory pronoun from a reference to Jesus Christ to a 
reference to the euaggelion. This argument has three points 
in its favor. Acts 13: 23 and· .33 refer the promises as ful-
filled wit~ the coming of Jesus and his resurr~ction. In 
2 S_am. 7:12-16, the Lord is in effect making a promise to 
do all the things listed, including raising up a sperma and 
enthroning and .adopting him as 'his. huios. · Thirdly, making 
the subject of the formula the subject of proepeggeilato 
puts it in parallel agreement ' with verses 3-4, all three 
having a personal subject. In either case, verse 2 also 
fits in with the succeeding verses· as the stage prior to 
Jesus' birth. Barnikol notes that in this. formula the prophets 
serve as "preexistent .ones" in the history of salvation 
portrayed.77 It is even conce~vable that the background of 
the formula was . the 2 Samuel 7 ·passage,.· and therefore unlike 
. . 
Schweizer's theory of the formulation, the whole schema was 
formulated at one time. 
77Ernst Barnikol~ Zuruck zum alten Glauben Jesus der 
Gbristus (3rd .edition; Halle: Akademischer Verlag, 1933), p. 52. 
1· 
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The above discussion leads directly ~nto the considera-
tion of the function of this formula in the early Chris_tian 
community, its Sitz im Leben. Was it a confessional formula, 
a eucharistic formula, or an apologetic formula? It has been 
noted that Neufeld regards it as a "homologia" or "confession 
of Jesus with specific reference to his person or wo~k."78 
Michel places stress up.on the fact that the verses follow 
temporally after one another, and therefore the suggestion 
is that we have here a baptismal confession. Just as with 
Christ, there are the two phases of existence for the 
believer who is baptized, the one kata sarka and the one~ 
79 pneuma. The eucharistic setting is no~ suggested by any 
of the parts of the formula. Neither does the formula seem 
to be primarily the function of an apologetic formulation; 
it does contain phrases ·referring ·to the ~arthly existence 
of Jesus, which could oppose any kind of docetism, and the 
formula does affirm the exaltation, which ~ould oppose any 
view that Jesus Christ is a mere human being. The latter 
emphases do not seem to be the main stress of the formula. 
Rather, the formula attests the rel~tion of Jesus to the 
Old Testament promises concerning the one to come, the 
sperma Dauid and the huios, which are summed up in the late 
78vernon H. Neufeld, The Earliest Christian Confessions 
{Grand Rapids, Mich.: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 
1963), p. 20. . . 
79otto Michel Der Brief an die Romer {13th edition 4th 
or his exegesis; G3_ttingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 19i6)., p.39. 
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Jewish expectancy of the Messiah, the end-time ruler and 
deliverer of the people of Israel. By his exaltation, his 
rule is not limited to Israel but is now a powerful rule 
with universal dimensions. Thus, the formula is primarily 
a confession of Jesus as the promised Messiah or Christos 
presented in the form of the phases of his career; the be-
liever in his baptism identifies -with these phases and 
becomes united with him in the cultic confession and baptism. 
/ 
CHAPTER V 
PAUL'S RElNTERPRETATION OF THE FORMULA 
This chapter discusses_ Paul's reinterpretation of the 
formula, that is, those phrases inserted by Paul to modify 
th~ Christology of the formula; finally, the function of the 
formula within the salutation is· discussed. 
The first phrase P_aul inserts, peri tou huiou autou, 
defines euaggelion theou (1:1) ·more precisely. Its function 
in relation to the formula is to supplement the christologi-
cal stages in the formula and to reinterpret1 the concept of 
huiou theou in verse 4 • . The sequence of thought is that the 
prophets tell in holy writings the promise · of God, the birth 
and life kata sarka of the Davidic Son, and His elevation to 
the position of kingly Son of God into the realm of the holy 
Spirit at the time of His resu~rection from the dead. The 
sequence, which approximates a temporal order, suggests that 
possibly Paul ascribed preexistence to the Son of God. It 
has been noted before that ·the primary meaning of Son of God 
in Paul designates the close relationship of the Son to God. 2 
1or to "correct" the view, Edua·rd Schweizer, LordshiE 
and Discipleship, translated -from the German by the author 
(London: SCM Press Ltd., c.1960)., P• J6. 
2supra, p. _58 .• 
12a 
E. Schweizer, in his analysis of the "sending" formulae 
previously discussed,3 states that heavenly preexistence is 
not necessarily connected with these formulae; on the surface, 
they indicate that the Son was "sent" in the manner of Old 
Testament prophet~ and the son of Mark 12:1-9. However, 
since these formulae appear only -in. Paul and John, in whose 
writings the preexistence of Christ is presented according 
to the picture .of the Logos or Wisdom, ·schweizer proposes 
_that these formulae are rooted in the same realm of thought, 
namely, the Logos and Wisdom speculation of Egyptian Judaism. 
Thus, the sending of the Son and the Spirit (Gal. 4:4-6) 
correspond t ·o the sending of Wisdom and the Spirit 
(Wisdom 9:10,17). The Son of God is different from the Old 
Testament vi~w: the Son has heavenly proximity to God and is 
· preexistent. Schweizer, however, cautions against an 
.eschatological interpretation of the sending of the Son; the 
emphasis should be placed on the spatial /sending of the Son 
from heaven to earth rather than on a· temporal eschatological 
·4 
interpretation of-the sending. 
3supra, pp. 58-59. 
4Ed d sh · r "huios n TheoloP.:isches Worterbuch 
N uaTr tc wet1zeed'1·ted by'Gerhard rriedrich (Stuttgart: zum euen es amen, 6 77 w. Kohlhammer GMBH, 1967), VIII, 37 - • 
F. Craddock pictures what may have been associated with 
the Son of God as he interprets Wisdom in the Wisdom of 
Solomon: 
She (WisdomJ herself is divine both in nature and 
. function ( chs. 6-9). She is an emanation from God 
(7:25), an associate in his work (8:4), and sits by 
his throne (9:4). She fashions, pervades, oversees, 
renews, performs, and manages all things (7:22-27; 
8:1,5). She not only existed before creation (9:9), 
but by her God created (9:1). In relation to God, 
Wisdom is the effulgence of light, the unspotted 
mirror of God's working, the image of God's goodness, 
the effluence -of his glory, ~nd the breath of his 
power (7:25-26).5 
Thus, it may be concluded that Wisdom is preexistent. Since 
Wis.dom appears to be the picture . behind the Son in the "send-
ing" formulae, and Wisdom imagery is used in Paul for pre-
existence,6 therefore, the insertion of Son of God in 1:3 
stresses preexistence; the primary emphasis is upon the 
closeness of the Son to God. 
5Fred B. Craddock, The Pre-Existence' .of Christ in the 
New Testament· (Nashville: Abingdon Press, c.1968), P· 32. 
. 
6cr. Eduard Schweizer, ·"Zur Herkunft der Praexistenzvor-
stellung bei Paulus," Evangelisch, The9logie, X!X (1959), 
65-70, in which passages in Paul 1mply1n~ preexistence are . 
traced back to Wisdom and Logos speculation, e.g. 1 Cor. 10.4. 
7supra, p. 58; Werner Kramer, Christ, Lord, ~on of God, 
translated from the German by Brian rlard:y- (London. SCM Press 
Ltd., 1966), p. 185, says that the q~estion whe~her Paul 
implies adoption or preexistence s5~I~ctl~ af~9k~e~uf~n~~;mt~ 
answered. Passages such as Rom. · an salvation had 
the assumption that for Pau~ t~e bea~~rgo{owards the idea 
always been Son of God. This isdlten ayin more than that." 
of preexistence, but we can bar Y 5 . 
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The~ dunamei phrase is problematical; however, the 
phrase is best understood as added by Paul when its function 
in the verse is considered. In 1:4, .fill dunamei makes much 
sense in the light of Pauline Christology. It underscores 
the understanding of the Son of God as not a mere human 
kingly figure, but rather as a figure who is installed Son 
of God with power in the realm of the Spirit. Hahn notes 
that it makes no difference if .fill dunamei modifies horisthentos 
or huiou theou. It means in either case that adoption and 
enthronement to the Messianic position of power occur simulta-
neously.8 As with peri tou huiou autou, Paul is modifying the 
concept of Son of God in this verse. The Son of God is not 
just adopted but enthroned "at the right hand of Power" 
(Mark 14:62; Matt. 26:64). "Power" was one of the paraphrases 
the Jews used in order to avoid the name of God.9 Thus, the 
phrase .fill dunamei makes very specific the location of the 
huios theou. / 
With this understanding ·or the function of the phrase 
in Rom. 1:4, we may now ask whether it is pre-Pauline or not. 
If en dunamei is viewed as part of the formula, certain 
8Ferdinand Hahn, Christologische Hoheitstitel (Gottingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, . 1963), p. 255. 
9walter Grundmann, "dunamai, etc·.," Theological Dictionary 
of the New Testament, edited by Gerhard Kittel, translated 
and edited by Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand Rapids, Mich.: 
Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, ·c .1964) , I I, 297. 
131 
difficulties arise. First, it ruins the parallelism of 
the~ phrases in verses J-4. Second en dunamei appears 
to be "superfluous" since the idea already is contained in 
the other phrases in verse 4. 10 The phrase huios theou 
implies that the sperma of David is· enthroned, in the light of 
2 Sam. 7:12-16. Kata pneuma hagiosunes indicates a realm. 
of divine power in which the kingly Son of God operates. 
Third,~ dunamei, by way of parallelis~, seems to make verse 3 
refer to a stage of Christ's activity which is characterized 
11. by humiliation but has a certain degree of honor. The 
.!ll1 dunamei causes a shift "in favour of the pattern of 
humiliation ~nd exaltation.nl2 All the above arguments 
argue against the phrase being part of the original formula. 
On the other hand, the~ dunamei might suggest a 
different contrast. The logos-dunamis co·ntrast, especially 
with regard to the Kingdom of God, occurs frequently in Paul 
and elsewhere (1 Cor. 4:19-20; 1 Thess. 1:5; cf. Mark 9:1). 
The Kingdom of God comes not only .with preaching and teaching 
but with the power of ·God in concrete action. Rom. 1:2 
presents the promises of God proclaimed by the prophets 
~ 
en graphais hagiais. The · fifst step of these promises was 
fulfilled with the ·sperma Dauid in verse J. Finally, verse 4 
lOKramer, p. 110. 
llsupra, pp. 100-102. 
· 12Kramer, p. 110. 
I 
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presents the huios theou not just fill graphais hagiais but 
en dunamei. · . However, the other d·ifficulties raised against 
including en dunamei in the formula argue against this 
particular view. Thus, the above arguments point to the 
-conclusion that fill dunamei is not part of the formula. 
Why would Paul add such a phrase to the formula? Was 
the meaning already not implied? Fuller suggests it was 
added because of Paul'~ addition of peri tou huiou autou 
(verse 3).13 If Fuller means it was added to preserve the 
parallelism, then his argument is no.t valid, for .fill dunamei 
ruins the parallelism of verses 3-4. If Fuller means 
.fill dunamei was needed to maintain the same concept of sonship 
in verses 3 and 4, this argument is possible. Verse 3 
implies a preexistent Son of God who is "near" God. In verse 4, 
,!ill duriamei once again brings the Son "near" to God "at the 
right hand of Power" (Mark 14:62). Another possible reason 
Paul adds en dunamei is that the phrase f~plies lordship, 
and lordship is one of Paul's primary concerns in the opening 
verses of Romans. · O. Cullmann notes that "Son of God with 
power" equals "Kurios."14 The conc~pt ·of kyrios as used by 
Paul is about to be discussed. No matter what reason he had 
13Reginald H. Fuller, The Foundation of New Testament 
Christology (New York: Charles Scribner's .Sons, 1965), p. 165. 
14oscar Cullmann; The Earliest -Christian Confessions, 
.translated from the German by J. K. s. Reid (London: 
Lutterworth Press, 1949), P• 55. 
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for adding .fill dunamei, Paul sees a need to modify the huiou 
theou in the formula of 1:4. 
The final phrase which is regarded as a Pauline addition 
to the text is tou kuriou hem~n. Fuller notes that this 
title was one of those which contributed to the '~hift that 
was taking place from the strictly eschatological to the 
cosmological and ethical interpretation of his person and 
work.nl5 The term "connotated in classical Greek the rightful 
authority of a superior over an inferior. It was used by the 
LXX translators for the tetragrammation, YHWH"; thereby it 
l . k d t t d d t· . h . t 16 Lt was in e o covenan an re emp ive is ory. a er, 
this title is given to the exalted Jesus, and "it is precisely 
through the exalted Jesus that God carries out these functions 
(of lordship J . 1117 In the earlier Christian use of kurios, 
Jesus is "Lord of the Church," especially· in the cultic 
setting.1~ Rom. 10:9 and Phil 2:11 illustrate that the 
homo logia ( or confession kurios Iesous) ocfours in the context· 
of the verb homologeo or exomologeomai. · 11Thy hymn in 
Phil. 2.6~11 is recited at worship; _ in Rom. 10.Bf. the 
15Reginald H. Fuller, The Foundations of New Testament 
Christologv (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1965), p. 67. 
l?Ibid., p. 68. 
17Ibid., p. 186. 
18Kramer, pp. 70-71; Schweizer, Lordship, P• 58. 
• • 
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pistis-formula and the confession (that is, homolo~ia] are 
mentioned as proofs that the 'word of faith' is present in 
preaching ."19 While Kramer is not sure about whether the 
final three verses of Phil. 2:6-11 are "an authentic exposition" 
~ k . 20 s oi urios, chweizer maintains that they s i gnify: 
the assertion of Jesus' .lordship over his Church has 
been extended to a dominion over . the whole of the cosmos 
•••• But even Jesus' lordship over the Church, as 
we saw, naturally implied for h21 that he was Lord over all the other forces and power. 
It is noted that the form in born. 1:4 is "2.B!: Lord." Kramer 
concludes that for Paul, the -meaning is the same whether 
"our" is there or not. 22 For pre-Paulin·e tradition, the 
difference is not a difference of the scope of the Lord's 
domain but rather a difference in the function the forms 
were to serve. In an acclamation "our" is not needed since 
it is understood. In a confession of faith the common form 
is to include "our."23 Rom. 1:4 is an example of the latter 
form. 
19 Kramer, p. 65. 
20 Kramer, p. 70. 
21s h . c weizer, LordshiE, 
22Kramer, p • . 220. · 
23Ibid., pp. 221-22. 
r 
/ 
/ 
p. 64. 
The function that tou kuriou hemon has in the passage 
under discussion is that of a supplement to the concept of 
Son of God in verse 4; Paul indicates more clearly the 
exaltation of the Son. 
This latter idea has significance for discoverin~ the 
reason why Paul uses a confession about Jesus Christ at this 
point in his letter to the Romans. Leenhardt remarks, 
This faith ·culminates in the confession of Christ as 
Lord, and it is with the sovereignty of Christ that 
Paul connects the mention of his apostolate about which 
he is anxious to bive detailed i~formation such as 
v. l could only have suggested.24 . · 
The universal lordship of Christ enables Paul to be an . 
apostle to the Gentiles. He is set apart as an apostle to 
preach the Gospel of God (1:1). The gospel is about His 
(God's) Son (verses 3,9). God is the active agent in Rom. 1:2-4, 
the one who promised beforehand, who caused to be born, who 
appointed Jesus to be the enthroned Son of God after He had 
raised him from the dead. After Paul reinterprets Son· of God 
with three significant modifications, he uses this formula 
in the service of his apostolate as an interpretation of the 
· universal lordship of Jesus Christ. t 
Why does Paul use a formula~ especially a formula which 
he feels a need to reinterpret? The answer to this question 
24Franz J. Leenhardt, The Epistle to the Romans, trans-
lated from the French 1st edition by Harold Knight (Cleveland: 
World Publishing Company, c.1961), P• JS. 
... 
. 
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lies in the purpose for the epistle to the Romans. Paul 
is attempting to lay the foundation for a good reception by 
the Romans when he comes to them after a trip to Jerusalem 
with the collection for the saints in Judea. He hopes to 
enjoy their company for a time . and then be supported by their 
encouragement and perhaps by financial support as he goes on 
to Spain (15:24-25). He wants to be viewed in their eyes 
as worthy of such support,and thus he marshals every support 
for . the validity of his own apostolate, including the formula 
which evidently was usable· by both the Roman congregation 
and himself. The formula in Romans 1 helps to cement the 
ties between the congregation an·d himself and to portray 
his apostolate to the Gentiles as far as his vision of the 
world can see. 
/ 
/ 
·, 
CHAPTER VI 
SUMMARY AND SUGGESTI/NS FOR FURTHER STUDY 
This thesis has presented a brief history of the form 
critical interpretation of Rom. 1:1-7; in noting the diver-
gence of opinions as to the precise wording of the pre-
Pauline formula generally regarded as present, criteria 
were suggested for the precise determination of its bound-
aries and phraseology. A detailed examination of the text 
of Rom. 1:2-4 based on the criteria isolated problematical 
phrases and separated Pauline additions from the phrases of 
· the formula ·.~ This wording, in turn, was more precisely 
defined when the theology of the pre-Pauline elements, along 
with the theology of the early Christian preaching in Acts, 
was employed to shed light on the problematical phrases. 
The proposed wording of the formula follows: (Pauline 
insertions are in brackets and dubious phrases in parentheses.) 
,; 
(Iesous Christos), 
(hos) proep~ggeilato dia tBn proph;t5n autou en graphais 
hagiais (peri tou huiou autouJ 
tou genomenou ek spermatos Dauid kata sarka, 
tou horisthentos huiou theou [en dunameiJ kata 
pneuma hagiosunes 
ex anastase~s nekron, (I~sou Christou) Ctou kuriou 
hemonj. 
1 Supra, p. 94~95. 
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Having arrived at this wording and studied its Christology, 
the discussion proceeded to the possibilities of the origin 
of the formula, finally concluding that it has an early 
Aramaic Christian origin. Paul's reinterpretations of the 
formula shed light both upon his own Christology and that 
of the formula. 
A detailed study of this passage stimulates many questions 
and suggestions for further study, some of which will be 
mentioned here. A determination of the function of the formula 
and its attendant qualifying phrases within the context of 
the salutation would prove helpful for an understanding of 
Paul in relation to his apostleship, his mission to the 
Gentiles, and ultimately to the whole purpose of the letter 
to the Romans. The possibility of verse 5 also being part 
of the formula needs to be studied. The tracing of Paul's 
· use and modification of tradition throughout the whole 
letter would both be enlightened by and gi°ve"light to the 
use of the formula in the opening verses. In connection 
with this, Paul's use of the Old. Testament and Old Testament 
imagery in Romans is another area which demands a deeper 
probing. The interpretation and hi~tory of the titles of Son 
of David and Son of God, while discussed at some length, 
still could be expanded and be related to other New Testament 
Christological expressions in a more comprehensive manner. 
Problems raised with these titles, such as the relation of 
Son of David to the virgin conception and the use which the 
I 
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Church makes of them in later eras and centuries are worthy 
of study. As noted before, the relation of the resurrection, 
ascension, and exaltation of Jesus Christ could be the subject 
of an investigation employing, for example, the accounts of 
Acts 1. In the area of pre-Pauline formulae, a further 
evaluation of the methods employed, the criteria established, 
and the results attained by the scholars using the tradition 
history approach is also suggested. Rom. 1:2-4 and its 
Christology could be more closely studied for the light which 
it brings ·to the dark period before Paul's writings; conse-
quently it should be linked up with all ·the known early 
Christian formulae; some have a close connection and others 
a seemingly distant relationship to it. These are some of 
the areas whi.ch call for further study as a consequence. of a 
deeper involvement with the Christological expressions of 
faith concisely formulated in Rom~ l :·l-7, in ·particular 
verses 2-4. / 
\ 
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APPENDIX A 
Key to the Verse Designations 
Since there are many references to various parts or 
a verse in the passage under consideration, the following 
standard verse designations and divisions are employed: 
Vers·e Designation 
lb 
2 
3a 
Jb 
3c 
4a 
4b 
4c 
5a 
5b 
Corresponding Phrase 
euaggelion theou 
ho • • • graphais hagiais 
peri tou huiou autou 
tou genomenou ek spermatos Dauid 
kata sarka 
tou horisthentos huios theou 
en dunamei ·kata pneuma hagiasunes 
anastaseos nekron 
di' hou elabomen charin 
kai apo"stolen 
/ 
APPENDIX B 
The Wording of the Formula 
. The scholars are listed according to the boundaries of. 
the formula as they yiew it; any v~riations within these 
boundaries are noted. References to their works are abbre-
viated ·for sake of neatness; the numbers are page references. 
Verses 
2-4c 
2-4c 
2-5 
2-5b 
2-6 
3-4 
· 3-5a 
3-5b 
3-5 
3b-4b 
3b-4c 
3b-4c 
3b-4c 
.3b-4c · 
. , 
Phrases 
Omitted 
3a 
3a & kata-
phrases 
hagiosunes ·~ 
anastaseos nek • . 
fill dunamei 
fill dunamei 
kata-phrases 
en dunamei & 
kata-ph~ases 
Scholars 
Windisch (215) 
Michel (36, suggests possibility 
· of verse 2, 38) 
Rigaux (175, fn. 19) 
Barnikol (52) 
Lichtenstein_ (14, 72) 
·, Dodd (~-. Pr. , 14) ·, Neufeld 
(50),~unter (25), Cullmann (E.c.c., 55L,. Leenhardt (36) 
f Kelly_ ( 17) 
;Norden (385} 
Braun (342) 
· Barrett ( 18} 
Hahn (252ff.}, Schmidt (18-19), 
J. Knox (382~83), Bruce (71-75) 
Schweizer (Rom. l,3f., 56)-64), 
Stuhlmache·r (? on en dunamei, 382-83), 
Wegenast (70-71), Kramer (108-10) 
Kuss (8), Bultmann (Th., I, 49) 
Fuller (165) 
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